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ABSTRACT 
Wylds, Kathleen Renee, M. S. Department of Psychology, Wright State University, 2017.  Role 
of Self-Efficacy and Anxiety in Resilience Effects on Performance and Well-Being. 
 
The current study examined the role of motivational and affective factors in resilience effects on 
the outcomes performance and well-being.  Prior research has examined the direct relationships 
between resilience and outcomes but not the variables through which resilience has beneficial 
effects on outcomes.  The current study examined a path model that addresses the underlying 
mechanisms (e.g., motivational and affective variables) that explain the beneficial effects of 
resilience on performance and well-being.  Results provided support for a revised path model 
and evidence of a motivational pathway, an affective pathway, and a more complex pathway that 
explain how resilience has beneficial effects on performance and well-being.  The current study 
has important implications towards researchers’ understanding of how resilience has beneficial 
effects on important outcomes.   
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 1 
Role of Self-Efficacy and Anxiety in Resilience Effects on Performance and Well-Being 
 
Daily life is stressful and often can include facing periods of adversity, particularly in an 
academic or workplace setting.  Resilience helps people to thrive and better cope with these life 
challenges.  Defined as the characteristics that help an individual bounce back from hardship 
(Connor & Davidson, 2003), resilience is an important topic of study because of its beneficial 
effects on an individual’s subjective well-being and performance.  Previous research has 
demonstrated numerous direct relationships between dispositional resilience and pivotal 
outcomes such as the positive relationships between resilience and academic performance (Allan, 
McKenna, & Dominey, 2014; Kotzé & Kleynhans, 2013), life satisfaction (Abolghasemi & 
Varaniyab, 2010), and subjective well-being (Burns, Anstey, & Windsor, 2011; He, Cao, Feng, 
Guan, & Peng, 2013).   
Although researchers have examined these direct relationships thoroughly, researchers 
have not yet fully explored the underlying mechanisms that explain how and why resilience 
really works.  Prior research has identified the beneficial or detrimental effects of motivational 
and affective factors on performance, satisfaction, and subjective well-being (e.g., Bandura, 
1997; Judge, Jackson, Shaw, Scott, & Rich, 2007; Locke & Latham, 1990).  Also, researchers 
have examined resilience in relation to motivational (e.g. self-efficacy, goal-setting, and goal 
commitment) and affective factors (e.g. state anxiety) with prior research finding that resilience 
is strongly related to self-efficacy (e.g., Bandura & Locke, 2003) and state anxiety (e.g., Tempski 
et al., 2015).  However, research has not examined motivational and affective factors as 
mechanisms through which resilience affects outcomes.  Examining relationships between 
resilience, motivational and affective factors, and outcomes might provide researchers with more 
insight into how and why resilience affects outcomes (e.g., academic performance and subjective 
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well-being).  Thus, the purpose of my study was to examine the role of motivational and 
affective factors in resilience effects on outcomes.  
Resilience  
Definitions   
Resilience is the ability to adapt positively when faced with adversity (e.g., Connor & 
Davidson, 2003; Prince-Embury & Saklofske, 2013; Reivich & Shatté, 2002).  Though the 
concept of resilience has been examined and studied for over 50 years, researchers still do not 
agree on a universal definition (Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000; Windle, 2010).  Researchers 
have debated the possibility of resilience being a stable disposition (e.g., Connor & Davidson, 
2003) or a malleable process (e.g., Gillham et al., 2007).  Dispositional resilience defines 
resilience as a stable trait whereas malleable resilience defines resilience as a trainable and 
dynamic process (Southwick, Bonanno, Masten, Panter-Brick, & Yehuda, 2014).  I discuss these 
definitions of resilience and the ongoing debate of malleability in greater detail in subsequent 
sections.  
Some differences in the definition of resilience include the intensity of the event to which 
individuals respond.  Early research on resilience defined resilience as taking place in response 
to an extreme and adverse event (e.g., Masten, 2001).  Adversity can be defined as an event that 
threatens development, e.g., disaster, poverty, and maltreatment (Wright, Masten, & Narayan, 
2013).  More recently, resilience has been examined in the context of daily stressors (e.g., 
Connor & Davidson, 2003), risk (i.e., a high likelihood of a negative outcome resulting from 
individual or environmental factors such as mental illness or economic hardship, Wright et al., 
2013), and past adversities (Masten & Powell, 2003) that bring detrimental effects to a person’s 
wellbeing or current state.  Currently, there is little consensus in the literature regarding the 
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required level of extremity of the circumstances for the term resilience to be used.  However, 
most researchers agree that resilience is in response to either acute or chronic events that threaten 
an individual’s adaptation (Southwick et al., 2014; Wright et al., 2013).   
History of Resilience Research 
Research has demonstrated that resilience helps individuals thrive and cope effectively 
when dealing with periods of intense stress (Reivich & Shatté, 2002).  Research in the 1960s (for 
reviews, see Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000; Masten, 2001; Masten, Best, & Garmezy, 1990; 
Rutter, 2012) focused on factors that might lead children to develop depression, anxiety, or other 
mental health problems, often focusing on children’s responses to extreme, negative 
circumstances.  In the 1970s, research on resilience developed to address why some children “did 
well” in the face of such extreme, negative circumstances.  Researchers were intrigued when 
they discovered that despite severe adversity such as family members with schizophrenia, some 
children were able to successfully overcome their circumstances (e.g., Garmezy, 1974).  
Research on resilience began to focus on the individual differences and qualities in children that 
aid successful development such as intellect (Masten, Best, & Garmezy, 1990; Masten, 2001; 
Rutter, 2012).  Research on resilience after the 1980s further developed with new concentrations 
on resilience as a malleable process and the protective factors that might aid resilience and 
prevent negative reactions to adversity (Masten, 2001; Masten et al., 1990; Rutter, 1987).  
Researchers found that factors such as socioeconomic status, social support, and effective 
parenting contributed to the development of resilience as a malleable process (e.g., Masten, 
2001; Masten et al., 1990).   
In summary, early research on resilience concentrated on the challenge of defining the 
concept and identifying features that helped individuals to adapt positively to adversity (for 
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reviews, see Luthar et. Al, 2000; Masten et al., 1990; Rutter, 1985; Windle, 2010).  More recent 
research has focused on how resilience works and whether the notion of resilience can be used in 
relation to stressful but not extreme circumstances (e.g., Luthar et al., 2000; Luthar & Zigler, 
1991; Pinquart, 2009). 
Prior Models of Resilience   
Researchers have developed several models of resilience to address questions regarding 
the nature of resilience and the outcomes it helps individuals achieve (Carver, 1998; Windle, 
2010).  One key conceptual model of resilience addressed outcomes of adversity and proposed 
that individuals are initially in a state “biopsychospiritual balance” (Richardson, Neiger, Jensen, 
& Kumpfer, 1990).  According to this model, as these individuals experience adversity, they 
might lose this balance and subsequently arrive at one of four different outcomes: 1) achieving a 
better biopsychospiritual state than where they started, 2) returning to the original 
biopsychospiritual state, 3) recovering at a lesser biopsychospritual state, 4) or suffering at a poor 
biopsychospiritual state (Richardson et al., 1990).  Masten et al. (1990) also separated resilience 
outcomes into three distinct groups: 1) outcomes that are better than expected, 2) positive 
adaptation, 3) and successful recovery (for reviews, see Luthar et al., 2000; Masten et al., 1990).  
Other models of resilience have examined resilience in relation to outside protective factors that 
help to protect individuals from the harmful effects of adversity, such as the environment and 
family (Luthar et al., 2000; Masten et al., 1990).  Further, most researchers agree that resilience 
denotes successful adaptation to adverse circumstances without a loss in the biopsychospiritual 
state (Connor & Davidson, 2003; Carver, 1998).   
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Ongoing Debate About Malleability   
 Researchers have not yet reached a consensus regarding whether resilience is a 
dispositional trait or a malleable process.  Prior research has examined the possibility of 
resilience being either a relatively stable disposition (e.g., Connor & Davidson, 2003) or a 
malleable process (e.g., Gillham et al., 2007).   
Malleable resilience.  Resilience as a malleable process is defined by Masten et al. 
(1990) as the capacity for successful development and adaptation in the presence of adversity.  
Malleable resilience refers to an individual’s changing ability to adapt successfully (Masten et 
al., 1990).  This definition of resilience developed in response to studies examining resilience 
and successful adaptation in children despite adversity (Garmezy, 1974).  Several of these 
studies concluded that resilience cannot be solely attributed to innate qualities and rather it is a 
dynamic process of successfully adapting to adverse situations (Masten et al., 1990).  
Researchers examining malleable resilience address teaching an individual how to adapt 
positively to adversity (Luthar et al., 2000; Reivich, Seligman, & McBride, 2011).  Studies 
examining resilience as a malleable process have demonstrated that researchers and practitioners 
can increase resilience through training programs such as the Penn Resiliency Program and the 
Master Resilience Training (MRT) Program (e.g., Gillham et al., 2007; Reivich et al., 2011).   
Researchers have continued to examine resilience as either a dispositional trait or as a 
malleable process.  Some researchers examining resilience continue to assert the malleable 
nature of resilience and the importance of examining it as a process.  In a review of resilience 
literature, Luthar et al. (2000) warned of the consequences of labeling resilience as a 
dispositional trait because it suggests that individuals have a set level of resilience that cannot be 
changed and therefore some individuals will never be resilient.  However, a few researchers have 
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suggested that resilience reflects both a process and innate resources that enable an individual to 
adapt (Southwick et al., 2014; Windle, 2010).  For the purpose of this study and the model I 
proposed, I focused on examining resilience in terms of innate resources within an individual.   
Dispositional resilience.   Dispositional resilience is defined as the stable qualities that 
an individual possesses that allows him or her to cope with and manage stress (Connor & 
Davidson, 2003).  The idea of dispositional resilience developed from the idea that individuals 
have innate qualities that allow them to handle stress and adverse situations (for reviews, see 
Luthar et al., 2000; Windle, 2010).  Research has found that dispositional resilience has 
advantageous effects on outcomes such as life satisfaction (e.g., Abolghasemi & Varaniyab, 
2010) and subjective well-being (e.g., Burns et al., 2011). 
With few exceptions, research has shown that dispositional resilience has beneficial 
effects on various outcomes that are important to everyday life (e.g., Pinquart, 2009).  Resilience 
has a significant, positive relationship with academic performance, as students with higher levels 
of resilience are more likely to achieve greater performance in an academic setting (Allan et al., 
2014; Kotzé & Kleynhans, 2013).  Resilience has a significant positive relationship with life 
satisfaction (Abolghasemi & Varaniyab, 2010).  Those who display greater levels of resilience 
are more satisfied with their lives.  Subjective well-being is another important outcome that has a 
positive relationship with resilience as individuals with high levels of resilience also display high 
levels of well-being (e.g., Burns et al., 2011; He et al., 2013).  Understanding the processes 
through which dispositional resilience affects outcomes that are critical to our daily lives may 
provide leverage for improving outcomes. 
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Prior Research Addressing Resilience and Motivational and Affective Factors 
Understanding the relationships between resilience and outcomes is critical to 
researchers’ knowledge of the nature of resilience and how it affects people’s daily lives.  So far, 
researchers have focused on main effect relationships, and that research has led to a general 
agreement that resilience is a beneficial quality that positively affects fundamental aspects of life.  
Research has explored the direct relationships between resilience and important outcomes quite 
thoroughly but not the mechanisms underpinning those effects.  Little is known about how 
resilience achieves these effects.  Researchers have begun only recently exploring the 
mechanisms through which resilience has beneficial effects on important outcomes.  In some 
cases, research has used malleable resilience as a mediator between antecedents and outcomes 
such as stress and burnout (Hao, Hong, Xu, Zhou, & Xie, 2015) and emotional intelligence and 
life satisfaction (Liu, Wang, & Lu, 2013).  This demonstrates that resilience might explain and 
influence further beneficial effects on outcomes.   
Also, researchers have examined resilience with motivational and affective factors in a 
main effects context (e.g., Pajares & Schunk, 2001; Tempski et al., 2015), but there is still not a 
substantial amount of information on how resilience is achieving its benefits.  Indeed, 
researchers have learned that resilience has strong relationships with certain motivational (e.g., 
self-efficacy, Bandura, 1997; Bandura & Locke, 2003; Pajares & Schunk, 2001; Rutter, 1987) 
and affective factors (e.g., state anxiety, Tempski et al., 2015) that have effects on important 
outcomes such as performance (e.g., Judge et al., 2007; Locke & Latham, 1990; Locke, Latham, 
& Erez, 1988).  I discuss the concepts of self-efficacy and anxiety in greater detail below.  
Bandura (1997) addressed resilience in relation to self-efficacy, defined as individuals 
assessments of their ability to perform across tasks.  Researchers have theorized that self-efficacy 
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is a protective factor that enhances resilience (Benight & Bandura, 2004; Bandura, 1997; 
Gilligan, 2000; Hamill, 2003; Rutter, 1987).  Bandura stated that self-efficacy beliefs influence 
people’s levels of resilience, and higher perceptions of self-efficacy lead to greater resilience 
(Bandura, 1997; Pajares & Schunk, 2001).  Similarly, Hamill (2003) found that resilient 
adolescents along with competent adolescents displayed high levels of general self-efficacy.  
Additionally, it is possible that dispositional resilience predicts levels of self-efficacy.  Indeed, 
Rutter (1987) suggested the possibility that self-efficacy plays a mediational role between 
resilience and future coping ability.  Benight and Cieslak (2011) suggested the use of self-
efficacy as a mediator when examining resilience (defined as a malleable process) and coping.  
Moreover, it makes sense that higher levels of resilience might cause individuals to have higher 
levels of self-efficacy as a result.  Individuals with higher levels of resilience are more likely to 
“bounce back” after facing a challenge and thus these individuals might have a higher level of 
confidence in their capacity to perform because they are better able to deal with challenges.  
Thus, at least two studies have observed a positive relationship between self-efficacy and 
resilience.  I expect to replicate this finding.  
Hypothesis 1a: Resilience is positively related to task-specific self-efficacy.  
Not much research has focused on the relationship between resilience and goals.  This 
might be because of the predominant focus of resilience research on outcomes (e.g. performance 
and subjective well-being).  However, it seems logical that dispositional resilience would affect a 
person’s commitment to a goal and the difficulty of the goal that he or she sets.  High levels of 
resilience might cause an individual to set a more challenging goal and be more committed to 
this goal because he or she is less likely to give up when facing obstacles or adversity.  
 
 9 
Therefore, I expect that resilience will correlate positively with goal commitment and goal-
setting.  
Hypothesis 1b: Resilience is positively related to goal commitment.  
Hypothesis 1c: Resilience is positively related to self-set goal levels.   
Resilience is negatively correlated with anxiety, and individuals with high levels of 
resilience experience lower levels of anxiety (Hjemdal, Vogel, Solem, Hagen, & Stiles, 2011; 
Tempski et al., 2015).  This might be because resilience reduces anxiety and therefore higher 
levels of resilience cause lower levels of anxiety (Connor & Davidson, 2003; Tempski et al., 
2015).  Previous research has found a negative relationship between resilience and trait and state 
anxiety (Tempski et al., 2015).  Thus, I expect to replicate the finding that resilience is negatively 
correlated with state anxiety in order to match the existing paradigm.   
Hypothesis 1d: Resilience is negatively related to state anxiety.  
Understanding the relationships between resilience and these specific factors may provide 
important clues into the mechanisms underpinning the effects of resilience on outcomes.  
Dispositional Resilience and Personality   
Prior research has demonstrated a direct relationship between resilience and Big Five 
personality traits, in particular, conscientiousness and neuroticism (Friborg, Barlaug, 
Martinussen, Rosenvinge, & Hjemdal, 2005; Riolli, Savicki, & Cepani, 2002).  Individuals high 
in conscientiousness tend to be high in resilience whereas those low in neuroticism are high in 
resilience (Friborg et al., 2005; Riolli et al., 2002).  Research has shown that the Big Five are 
related to outcomes such as performance and satisfaction (Heller, Watson, & Ilies, 2004; McCrae 
& Costa, 1991; Smith, Ryan, & Röcke, 2013).  Conscientiousness and neuroticism influence how 
well individuals perform as well how satisfied they are with their work (Heller et al., 2004; 
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McCrae & Costa, 1991).  Because there is a close relationship between Big Five factors and 
resilience, some researchers have speculated that resilience and some personality traits such as 
conscientiousness and neuroticism might be similar or overlapping (e.g., Friborg et al., 2005).  
However, dispositional resilience is more narrowly defined as the qualities an individual 
possesses to handle adversity (Connor & Davidson, 2003) whereas Big Five factors reflect 
broader personality traits that are consistent across most situations (e.g., McCrae & Costa, 1991).  
Because of these speculations, researchers must determine whether resilience accounts for 
variance in outcomes after controlling for the effects of these traits (Wylds, Steinke, Steele-
Johnson, Kelly, & Gore, 2016).  
Hypothesis 2: Resilience accounts for variance in academic performance and subjective 
well-being after controlling for the effects of conscientiousness and neuroticism.  
A Proposed Model of Resilience  
I proposed a path model (see Figure 1) describing relationships between resilience, 
potential mechanisms underlying resilience effects (motivational and affective factors), and 
outcomes.  This model specified that resilience has a beneficial indirect effect on important 
outcomes through motivational and affective factors (e.g., task-specific self-efficacy, self-set 
goal difficulty, goal commitment, and state anxiety).  In the subsequent sections, I address 
relationships in the proposed model. 
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Figure 1.  Hypothesized model of resilience 
Resilience 
Goal commitment 
Self-set 
goal level 
State anxiety 
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Self-Efficacy 
 I turn now to a more in-depth discussion of self-efficacy and its potential role as a 
facilitator of resilience effects on outcomes.  Self-efficacy refers to people’s beliefs about 
themselves and their ability to perform (Bandura, 1977, 1997).  Self-efficacy is a reflection of 
individuals’ confidence and can affect how people perceive their abilities and odds of succeeding 
when attempting to accomplish a task.  Those high in self-efficacy judge themselves as having 
the ability to perform well whereas those low in self-efficacy believe that it is unlikely that they 
will perform well.  Bandura (1977) conceptualized that self-efficacy has both state-like and 
stable aspects.  General self-efficacy is the overall and stable beliefs that individuals hold 
regarding their ability to perform well across tasks and situations.  Task-specific self-efficacy is 
individuals’ malleable beliefs in their ability to perform well on a specific task.  Task-specific 
self-efficacy is likely to change as a person practices a specific task or gains more knowledge 
and experience.   
General Self-Efficacy and Outcomes 
 Previous research has demonstrated that general self-efficacy can affect goal choice, goal 
commitment, and performance (Bandura, 1997; Judge et al., 2007; Locke & Latham, 2002).  Past 
research has indicated that general self-efficacy is a strong predictor of academic performance 
(Bandura, 1997; Luszczynska, Gutierrez-Dona, & Schwarzer, 2005; Pajares, 1996; Wood & 
Locke, 1987; Zimmerman, Bandura, & Martinez-Pons, 1992).  Being confident in one’s general 
abilities, i.e., general self-efficacy, can bring about beneficial behaviors such as choosing more 
difficult goals, self-regulation, and persistence, which can then lead to academic achievement 
(Luszczynska et al., 2005; Wood & Locke, 1987).  An individual low in general self-efficacy is 
unlikely to set a challenging goal, and he or she is also unlikely to be committed to achieving this 
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goal (Locke & Latham, 2002).  However, those high in general self-efficacy are more likely to 
set more difficult goals for themselves, and they are also more likely to perform better (Judge et 
al., 2007; Locke & Latham, 2002).  General self-efficacy contributes to individuals’ satisfaction 
with their lives (Azizli, Atkinson, Baughman, & Giammarco, 2015; Lent, Singley, Sheu, Gainor, 
Brenner, Treistman, et al., 2005; Luszczynska et al., 2005). 
 People’s level of general self-efficacy is important to the goal setting process as well as 
to their potential performance.  Bandura stated that individuals with high general self-efficacy 
are likely to try harder when attempting to achieve a goal or outcome (Bandura, 1994).  
Individuals’ levels of dispositional resilience might not matter if they are low in general self-
efficacy.  This may influence individuals to set an easy goal and could result in poor 
performance and low satisfaction.  Thus, it seems that high general self-efficacy is conducive to 
utilizing resilience as well as performing well.  
Task-specific Self-Efficacy and Outcomes 
Task-specific self-efficacy refers to individuals’ beliefs about their ability to perform on a 
specific task (Bandura,1997).  The term is different than general self-efficacy as it does not refer 
to individuals’ beliefs in their overall abilities, rather it refers to malleable beliefs regarding a 
specific domain (e.g., school or work).  Task-specific self-efficacy can have effects on 
performance on specific tasks (Pajares, 1996) and other motivational factors such as goal 
commitment and self-set goal difficulty (e.g., Bandura, 2009).  Task-specific self-efficacy 
influences how committed individuals are to a goal (Bandura, 2009; Locke & Latham, 2002) and 
the difficulty of the goal that they set for themselves (Locke & Latham, 2006).  I address in 
greater detail the relationship between task-specific self-efficacy and goals next. 
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Goals  
 Next, I address in greater detail the concepts of goal commitment and self-set goal 
difficulty.  Locke and Latham’s goal setting theory is one of the most prominent and influential 
goal theories in the motivation literature.  A goal is an objective that an individual consciously 
strive to achieve (Locke, 1968).  A goal can be concrete or abstract, but it must be something that 
an individual want to achieve whether the goal is assigned or set personally.  According to Locke 
and Latham, goals regulate behavior and involve individuals putting in effort to accomplish an 
objective or task (Locke & Latham, 1990).  A goal includes content and intensity (Locke & 
Latham, 1990).  Goal content addresses the actual objective being set, and goal intensity 
addresses how difficult a goal is to achieve, how important the goal is, and how committed 
individuals are to achieving it (Locke & Latham, 1990).  Research has found that goals that are 
more specific and difficult lead to greater effort and better performance, particularly when the 
task is not complex (Locke & Latham, 1990).  How difficult of a goal that individuals set as well 
as how committed they are to that goal can affect how much effort they put into working towards 
the goal as well as how well they perform (Locke & Latham, 1990). 
Goal Commitment 
Goal commitment is an important factor in goal achievement and can be defined as the 
purposeful effort and perseverance to achieve a goal (Hollenbeck & Klein, 1987; Hollenbeck, 
Williams, & Klein, 1989; Locke & Latham, 1990).  Erez and Zidon (1984) found that in order 
for individuals to make progress on their goals, they must be committed to them.  Without this 
dedication, it is unlikely that individuals would be able to successfully complete desired tasks or 
be satisfied with their performance. 
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Goal Commitment and Self-Efficacy.  Previous research has found that self-efficacy 
contributes to motivation and commitment to achieving a goal (Bandura, 2009).  Individuals’ 
beliefs in their abilities influences not only what goals they take on but also how committed they 
are to them (Bandura, 2009; Locke & Latham, 2002).  Individuals high in self-efficacy are more 
likely to believe that they are able to accomplish a goal and thus they will commit more 
resources and effort to achieving the goal.  Further, Locke, Latham, and Erez (1988) found that 
commitment to goals was highest when individuals believed they had the capability to achieve 
the goal and also valued the outcome.  Based on this evidence, I expected to find that task-
specific self-efficacy would directly influence individuals’ commitment to their respective goals.  
Goal Commitment and Outcomes.  The majority of research on goal commitment has 
focused on its association with general performance.  It is commonly accepted now that there is a 
positive relationship between goal commitment and performance (Locke & Latham, 1990; Porter 
& Latham, 2013).  Erez and Zidon (1984) found that when goal commitment dropped as a result 
of goals becoming more difficult, performance levels significantly decreased.  Porter and Latham 
(2013) found that goal commitment and performance were positively related in a study 
examining learning goals and goal commitment on departmental performance.  Goal 
commitment positively affects academic performance (Hollenbeck et al., 1989).  Students who 
are more committed to goals of improving academic performance put more effort into their 
studies and achieve better grades as a result.  
The effects of goal commitment on satisfaction and life satisfaction are mixed (Locke & 
Latham, 1990).  Prior research has focused on organizational commitment and job satisfaction 
but less on goal commitment and life satisfaction.  Based on numerous previous studies, Locke 
and Latham (1990) reported that goal commitment is correlated with satisfaction.  However, it is 
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unclear whether goal commitment is a causal factor of satisfaction.  Locke and Latham (1990) 
summarized mixed results from the research.  Some researchers have found that goal 
commitment affects satisfaction (Brunstein, Schultheiss, & Maier, 1999), others have found that 
satisfaction affects commitment (Burkley, Anderson, Curtis, & Burkley, 2013; Locke and 
Latham, 1990), and others have found no relationship (Curry, Wakefield, Price, & Mueller, 
1986).  Gebhardt, Van Der Doef, Massey, Verhoeven, & Verkuil (2010) found that goal 
commitment was actually negatively related to life satisfaction when examining the effects of 
goal commitment to finding a partner on satisfaction with life in females.   
Although results on studies examining goal commitment and life satisfaction are mixed, 
goal commitment plays an important role in performance and goal achievement.  It seems likely 
that goal commitment will have a positive effect on life satisfaction because greater commitment 
to goals brings about goal progress which contributes to satisfaction.  Individuals committed to 
their goals are more likely to be satisfied with their lives because they are making progress on 
important goals and they are dedicated to achieving success.  Subjective well-being encompasses 
life satisfaction as well as positive affect (Diener, 1994).  For this reason, subjective well-being 
often is used to determine life satisfaction.  Consistent with this, I focused on subjective well-
being. 
Goal commitment can contribute considerably to people’s subjective well-being.  
Brunstein et al. (1999) stated that one essential component of achieving well-being is being 
committed to an important goal.  This commitment affects the likelihood of individuals 
achieving their goals, which in turn affects their well-being (Brunstein et al., 1999).  Prior studies 
have demonstrated that a high level of commitment to a goal can have a beneficial effect on 
subjective well-being (King, Richards, & Stemmerich, 1998; Lyubomirsky, 2001).  This is in 
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line with Brunstein et al.’s statement about goal commitment’s relationship with well-being.  
Individuals that are actively working to achieve a goal will also likely see an improvement in 
subjective well-being because they are improving their quality of life and focusing on positive 
steps and progress.  It seems intuitive that this positive and purposeful thinking and progress 
leads to greater subjective well-being.   
Prior research has demonstrated the direct and beneficial effects of resilience on self-
efficacy (e.g., Hamill, 2003), self-efficacy on goals (e.g., Bandura, 2009), and goals on 
performance (e.g., Locke & Latham, 1990) and well-being (e.g., Brunstein et al., 1999).  
However, I believe that these direct effects make up a model comprised of indirect effects that 
describe the relationship between resilience and outcomes.  Thus, I proposed Hypotheses 3a 
through 6b to describe these relationships to better understand how resilience works.  
Hypothesis 3a: Resilience has an indirect effect on academic performance through task-
specific self-efficacy and in turn goal commitment.  
Hypothesis 3b: Resilience has an indirect effect on subjective well-being through task-
specific self-efficacy and in turn goal commitment.  
Self-Set Goals 
Given that goals that are more specific and difficult result in greater performance, it is 
important that individuals set challenging goals for themselves.  Self-set goals are those that are 
set specifically by the individual (Locke & Latham 1990).  These are separate from goals that 
might be set by a supervisor or parent.  Commitment to the goal might be higher when it is self-
set because the individual is more motivated and agrees with the goal (Locke & Latham, 1990).  
Prior research has demonstrated that self-set goals are an effective means of achieving desired 
outcomes such as performance and satisfaction (Locke & Latham, 1990). 
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Self-Set Goals and Self-Efficacy.  Prior research has demonstrated self-efficacy’s 
influence on individuals’ motivation and behavior (Bandura, 2009).  Indeed, not only does self-
efficacy influence how committed individuals are to their goals, but it also influences the 
difficulty of the goals they set.  Research has demonstrated that self-efficacy affects the intensity 
of a goal that individuals set for themselves (Locke & Latham, 2006).  Those with higher levels 
of self-efficacy are more likely to set a challenging goal whereas those with lower levels of self-
efficacy are more likely to set an easy goal.  Thus, individuals high in self-efficacy that set 
challenging goals for themselves are more likely to perform well (Bandura, 2009; Pajares, 1995).  
Further, prior research has suggested that individuals high in task-specific self-efficacy set 
challenging goals related to that specific task (Locke & Latham, 1990). 
Self-Set Goals and Outcomes.  Although most research has focused on examining self-
set goals in a work context, researchers have demonstrated that setting a specific goal in an 
academic context is helpful to performance (Lent & Souverijn, 2015; Morisano, Hirsh, Peterson, 
Pihl, & Shore, 2010; Travers, Morisano, & Locke, 2015).  Students who set clear goals for 
themselves exhibited greater performance and improvement in academic performance compared 
to students who did not set goals (Morisano et al., 2010).  Self-set goals provided students with 
greater motivation to achieve better academic performance and positively affected factors such 
as self-efficacy (Travers et al., 2015).  Reflecting on these goals also seems to have positive 
effects on students’ self-efficacy and performance (Morisano et al., 2010; Travers et al., 2015).  
Self-set goals influence individuals’ levels of satisfaction.  Individuals who set goals for 
themselves that match their values are more satisfied with their goal choices and subsequent 
performance (Sheldon & Elliot, 1998).  However, completing a task successfully can still mean 
the difference between satisfaction and dissatisfaction (Locke, 1969).  People who set specific 
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and challenging goals in accordance with their values are likely to be more committed to these 
goals and more optimistic about their performance (Judge et al., 2001; Locke & Latham, 1990; 
Sheldon & Elliot, 1998).  Subsequently, these people are likely to perform better and 
successfully accomplish their tasks.  Thus, these will have a higher level of satisfaction.  Self-set 
goal levels are positively correlated to both job satisfaction and life satisfaction (Ivancevich, 
1976; Judge, Bono, Erez, & Locke, 2005).  It makes sense that people pursuing higher level self-
set goals are more satisfied as they are more likely to achieve better performance and in turn be 
committed to the goals they are trying to reach.  
Positive feelings of satisfaction with their performance and lives as a consequence of 
self-set goals is likely to positively affect people’s subjective well-being.  Individuals who set 
goals for themselves and make progress toward their goals are likely to see an increase in levels 
of subjective well-being (Monzani, Steca, Greco, D’Addario, Capelletti, & Pancani, 2015).  
People who set goals for themselves are more likely to stick with these goals even in the face of 
adversity because they value the outcome (Bono & Judge, 2003).  Pandey and Singh (2009) 
found that subjective well-being was likely to suffer when there was a large discrepancy between 
the individuals’ self-set goals and the goals set by parents.  However, the study found that 
satisfaction with progress towards goals set by either the young adult or the parent was related to 
subjective well-being (Pandey & Singh, 2009).  It is apparent that satisfactory progress on a 
defined goal is key to a high level of subjective well-being.  However, self-set goals seem to be a 
superior method of goal striving because it allows individuals to focus on goal levels that 
improve their satisfaction, happiness, and subjective well-being.  
Hypothesis 4a: Resilience has an indirect effect on academic performance through task-
specific self-efficacy and in turn self-set goal difficulty.  
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Hypothesis 4b: Resilience has an indirect effect on subjective well-being through task-
specific self-efficacy and in turn self-set goal difficulty.  
State Anxiety 
Finally, I address in greater detail the concept of anxiety and its potential role as a 
mediator of resilience effects on outcomes.  Anxiety is a powerful emotion that includes feelings 
of tension and distress (Spielberger & Reheiser, 2009).  Anxiety has a strong effect on people’s 
thoughts and has the ability to motivate behavior and push individuals to take specific courses of 
action (Spielberger & Reheiser, 2009).  Anxiety is a common and influential emotion 
experienced by every individual, and consequently anxiety has robust effects on well-being as 
well as many other important outcomes such as performance and satisfaction (e.g., Ng & Lee, 
2015; Spielberger & Reheiser, 2009; Wahl, Martin, Minnemann, Martin, & Oster, 2001).   
Anxiety has both stable and malleable components and can be discussed in terms of trait 
anxiety and state anxiety (Spielberger & Reheiser, 2009).  Spielberger defined trait anxiety (or T-
Anxiety) as the stable part of individual’s personality or disposition that defines their proneness 
to and frequency of feelings of anxiety (Hedberg, 1972; Spielberger & Reheiser, 2009).  State 
anxiety (S-Anxiety) is how intense individuals’ anxiety is at a specific point in time (Spielberger 
& Reheiser, 2009).  Individuals’ levels of state anxiety are context dependent, are able to change 
over time, and vary based on the intensity of related emotions such as nervousness (Hedberg, 
1972; Spielberger & Reheiser, 2009).  Although much less research has focused on state anxiety 
as a predictor of various outcomes, studies have found that state anxiety is related to subjective 
well-being and other important outcomes (e.g., Wahl et al., 2001).  Examining state anxiety is 
important in order to capture the intensity of feelings of anxiety that may be present in some 
contexts but not necessarily in others. 
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State Anxiety and Outcomes 
Previous research has demonstrated that both trait and state anxiety are strong predictors 
of outcomes such as performance and subjective well-being (e.g., Ng & Lee, 2015; Wahl et al., 
2001).  Anxiety in small amounts can help individuals focus more and achieve better 
performance on tasks (Ng & Lee, 2015).  However, too much anxiety can cause psychological 
distress and inhibit performance (Ng & Lee, 2015; Spielberger & Reheiser, 2009).  
Most research on life satisfaction and anxiety has found that there is a negative 
relationship between these two constructs (Huebner, 2004; Paolini, Yanz, & Kelly; 2006).  
Oftentimes, individuals who are satisfied with their lives are more positive and less anxious 
(Emmons & Diener, 1985).  Huebner (1991) stated that individuals who report greater 
satisfaction with their lives are likely to rate themselves lower on measures of anxiety whereas 
those who are less satisfied with their lives are likely to report higher levels of anxiety.  It seems 
that being less anxious not only in general, but also in specific situations, should positively affect 
people’s satisfaction with their lives.  
Much like trait anxiety, state anxiety plays an important role in predicting subjective 
well-being (Vancampfort et al., 2011; Wahl et al., 2001).  Individuals experiencing lower levels 
of state anxiety are likely to experience higher levels of subjective well-being (Vancampfort et 
al., 2011; Wahl et al., 200l).  When individuals have a heightened sense of state anxiety, they are 
likely to experience high levels of stress that might disrupt performance and have a detrimental 
effect on their health and subjective well-being.  Experiencing less anxiety in a specific situation 
is beneficial not only to performance and satisfaction but also to people’s well-being.  
Hypothesis 5a: Resilience has an indirect effect on academic performance through state 
anxiety.  
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Hypothesis 5b: Resilience has an indirect effect on subjective well-being through state 
anxiety.  
Proposed Model 
The purpose of this study was to examine the beneficial effects of resilience on important 
outcomes through motivational and affective factors to better understand how resilience works. 
To do this, I proposed a set of hypotheses predicting indirect effects through which resilience 
affects outcomes.  These indirect effects are components of a path model describing relationships 
between resilience, motivational and affective factors, and important outcomes, i.e., subjective 
well-being and academic performance.  This path model proposes that resilience has beneficial 
effects on outcomes through motivational and affective factors.  More specifically, resilience 
influences both motivational and affective factors, which in turn influence performance and well-
being.  For example, high levels of resilience cause high levels of task-specific self-efficacy, 
which in turn causes higher goal commitment, thus resulting in better academic performance and 
subjective well-being.  I examined the indirect effects as well as the overall proposed model 
using psychometrically sound measures of my constructs.  
The following method section describes how I measured the above constructs (i.e., 
resilience, motivational factors, affective factors, and outcomes) for my study.  I selected 
measures based on their psychometric properties and capacity to adequately reflect the constructs 
in my study.  Further, I used these measures to assess my variables and conduct appropriate 
analyses to test my hypotheses.  
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Method 
Participants 
 Data was collected from participants recruited from a midsized, Midwestern University.  
Participants received credit in a psychology course for participating in this study, and were 
recruited from both introductory and advanced psychology courses.  
Measures 
 Resilience.  Resilience was measured using the 25-item Connor-Davidson Resilience 
Scale (CD-RISC) (Connor & Davidson, 2003).  The internal consistency reliability for this scale 
was α = .89 (Connor & Davidson, 2003).  Responses ranged from (1) “not at all true” to (5) 
“very true.”  Responses were averaged.  Higher scores on the scale indicated greater levels of 
resilience.  A sample item from the scale was “tend to bounce back after illness or hardship.”  
See Appendix A for a complete list of items.  
 Conscientiousness.  Conscientiousness was assessed using 10 conscientiousness items (α 
= .81) from the IPIP (International Personality Item Pool, 2016).  Responses ranged from (1) 
“very inaccurate” to (5) “very accurate.”  Responses were averaged to receive a score, and 
negatively scored items were reverse coded.  An example of a conscientiousness item was “I am 
always prepared.”  See Appendix B for a complete list of items. 
 Neuroticism.  Neuroticism was assessed using 10 neuroticism items (α = .86) from the 
IPIP (International Personality Item Pool, 2016).  Responses ranged from (1) “very inaccurate” 
to (5) “very accurate.”  Responses were averaged to receive a score, and negatively scored items 
were reverse coded.  An example of a neuroticism item was “I often feel blue.”  See Appendix B 
for a complete list of items. 
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 Task-specific self-efficacy.  Task-specific self-efficacy was assessed using Riggs, 
Warka, Babasa, Betancourt, and Hooker’s (1994) 10-item personal efficacy scale.  Items in the 
scale were re-worded to indicate task-specific efficacy in relation to the psychology course a 
student was taking.  Responses ranged from (1) “strongly disagree” to (5) “strongly agree.”  Five 
out of 10 items were reverse coded.  The internal consistency reliability coefficient was α = .86 
(Riggs et al., 1994).  The scale was scored by taking the average of all 10 item responses.  An 
example item from the modified scale was “I am very proud of my skills and abilities in school.”  
See Appendix C for a complete list of items. 
 Self-set goals.  Self-set goals were measured by asking students to state their goal for 
their final grade in the psychology course.  See Appendix D.  
 Goal commitment.  Goal commitment was measured using a four-item goal commitment 
scale developed by Hollenbeck, Klein, O’Leary, and Wright (1989).  Responses on the scale 
ranged from (1) “strongly disagree” to (5) “strongly agree.”  The internal consistency reliability 
coefficient was α = .71 (Hollenbeck et al., 1989).  All four items on the scale were reverse coded, 
and a score was calculated by taking the average of the four item responses.  An example item 
was “It’s unrealistic for me to expect to reach this goal.”  See Appendix E for a complete list of 
items. 
 State anxiety.  State anxiety was measured using the six-item short-form of the state 
anxiety portion of the Spielberger State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) (Marteau & Bekker, 
1992).  Responses on the scale ranged from (1) “not at all” to (4) “very much.”  The reliability 
coefficient was α = .82 (Marteau & Bekker, 1992).  Three items on the scale were reverse coded.  
A score was calculated by taking the average of the six items, and a high score indicated a higher 
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level of state anxiety.  An example of an item from the scale was “I am worried.”  See Appendix 
F for a complete list of items. 
 Academic performance.  Academic performance was measured using the participant’s 
percentage of points (final grade) in the psychology course.  
 Subjective well-being.  Subjective well-being was measured using the five-item 
Satisfaction with Life Scale developed by Pavot and Diener (1993).  The internal consistency 
reliability coefficient for the scale was α = .87 (Pavot and Diener, 1993).  Responses on the scale 
ranged from (1) “strongly disagree” to (5) strongly agree.  A score on the scale was calculated by 
averaging the five item responses, and a high score indicated high subjective well-being.  An 
example item was “the conditions of my life are excellent.”  See Appendix G for a complete list 
of items. 
Demographics.  Demographics were measured with questions asking participants for 
information about their sex, age, major, class rank, GPA, and race in the third survey of the 
study.  Due to the small number of subjects who participated in my third survey, I obtained 
demographic information for the participants from university records also.  See Appendix H for a 
complete list of items. 
Procedure 
Data were collected from students enrolled in either introductory or advanced psychology 
courses in the Summer and Fall semesters.  I obtained informed consent (see Appendix I).  
Students were given three survey questionnaires throughout their psychology course at three 
different time points: one at the beginning of the course, one during the middle of the course, and 
one at the end of the course.  For Summer semester participants, students received the first 
questionnaire at the beginning of the course, the second questionnaire two weeks into the course, 
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and the last questionnaire four weeks into the 5-week course.  For Fall semester participants, 
students received the first questionnaire at the beginning of the semester, the second 
questionnaire six weeks into the semester, and the last questionnaire 12 weeks into the 14-week 
semester.  The first questionnaire included the CD-RISC and the IPIP Conscientiousness and 
Neuroticism scales as these measures reflect dispositional and stable traits.  The second 
questionnaire included motivation and anxiety items from the six-item version of the STAI 
(Marteau & Bekker, 1992), Hollenbeck et al.’s goal commitment scale (Hollenbeck et al., 1989), 
and Riggs et al.’s task-specific self-efficacy scale (1994), and a question asking the participant 
for his or her final grade goal for the semester for his or her psychology course (self-set goal).  
These items were measured during the middle of the semester to allow students time to develop 
goals and expectations for the course.  The last questionnaire included demographic items (GPA, 
gender, age, major, class rank, and race) and the Satisfaction with Life Scale (Pavot & Diener, 
1993).  At the conclusion of the semester, final course grades were collected from course 
instructors.  Participants were then debriefed (see Appendix J) and received credit for 
participation.  I asked course instructors for final grade percentages at the end of both Summer 
and Fall semester.  I retrieved GPA and course letter grades from university records at the end of 
both Summer and Fall semester.  
Results 
Data Cleaning 
 Two separate samples were collected for this study.  Data from both samples were 
cleaned and searched for missing data points and outliers.  I excluded data from students who did 
not complete both Survey 1 and Survey 2 because I would be unable to assess these students’ 
personality, resilience, goal commitment, self-set goal, state anxiety, and self-efficacy.  Survey 1 
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contained the CD-RISC (resilience, Connor & Davidson, 2003) and the IPIP Conscientiousness 
and Neuroticism scales.  Survey 2 contained the STAI (state and trait anxiety, Marteau & 
Bekker, 1992), the Goal Commitment Scale (Hollenbeck et al., 1989), the Personal Efficacy 
Scale (Riggs et al., 1994), and a question asking the participant for his or her final grade goal for 
the semester for his or her psychology course (self-set goal difficulty).  However, I retained data 
from students who did not complete Survey 3 because whereas I could not assess students’ 
subjective well-being from the Satisfaction with Life Scale (Pavot & Diener, 1993) nor 
demographic information (i.e., the contents of Survey 3), I could assess at least one outcome 
(academic performance) integral to my study along with all of the variables from Survey 1 and 
Survey 2.   
In the first sample, 58 out of the 141 participants were removed either because they failed 
to complete either or both Survey 1 or Survey 2 or they completed the same survey more than 
once.  Students were instructed to take each survey a single time but an error in the survey 
administration system allowed students who attempted to access the same survey again to take it 
more than once.  For students who completed the same survey multiple times, the first survey 
taken and completed was kept and the following duplicates were deleted (Meade & Craig, 2012).  
In the second sample, 181 out of 343 cases were removed because they were either 
duplicates of the same survey or the participant did not complete either or both Survey 1 or 
Survey 2.  For students who completed the same survey multiple times, the first survey taken and 
completed was kept and the following duplicates were deleted (Meade & Craig, 2012).  The 
second duplicate survey was kept for two participants due to missing data in their first survey 
taken.  Data for two participants was deleted due to inconsistent responding across duplicate 
surveys.  
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Sample Characteristics 
 The study included two samples collected separately.  The first sample included 83 
undergraduate students taking various psychology courses at Wright State University.  Of the 
participants, 78.3% were female and 79.5% were Caucasian.  The mean age for participants was 
24.25 years (SD = 5.68).  The mean course grade was 88.42 (SD = 11.37) and the majority of 
participants were enrolled in psychology courses other than the introductory psychology course 
(only 7.2% of participants were taking the introductory psychology course at the time of the 
study).  The first sample containing 83 participants was not inherently different from the original 
sample containing 141 cases.  Of the 141 original participants, 74.7% were female and 79% were 
Caucasian.  The mean age for participants was 23.76 years (SD = 4.65).  The mean course grade 
was 85.66 (SD = 15.64) and only 7.9% of students were in the introductory psychology course.   
The second sample included 162 undergraduates from the Introduction to Psychology 
course.  Of the participants, 79.9% were female, and 68.6% of participants were Caucasian.  The 
mean age for participants was 19.39 years (SD = 3.12).  The mean course grade was 82.72 (SD = 
12.41) and the majority of participants were enrolled in the introductory psychology course at the 
time of the study (93.6%).  The second sample containing 162 participants was not inherently 
different from the original sample containing 343 cases.  Of the 343 original participants, 73% 
were female and 63.5% were Caucasian.  The mean age for participants was 19.74 years (SD = 
3.12).  The mean course grade was 78.70 (SD = 16.86) and 93.9% of students were in the 
introductory psychology course.  
 
 29 
Descriptive Statistics  
The combined sample included 245 undergraduates.  Of the participants, 78.4% were 
female, and 71.9% of participants were Caucasian.  The mean age for participants was 21.06 
years (SD = 4.77).  Means, standard deviations, and correlations for the first sample, the second 
sample, and the combined sample are provided in Tables 1, 2, and 3.   
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Table 1 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Sample 1 
 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Resilience 3.82 0.51          
2. Conscientiousness  3.86 0.58 .41**         
3. Neuroticism 2.42 0.79 -.60** -.36**        
4. Task-Specific Self-Efficacy 4.00 0.60 .30** .25* -.29**       
5. State Anxiety 2.51 0.74 -.24* -.26* .50** -.42**      
6. Goal Commitment 4.14 0.64 .09 .22* -.16 .54** -.40**     
7. Self-Set Goal 90.10 5.49 .06 .18 .08 .29** -.16 .26*    
8. Course Grade 88.42 11.37 -.02 .15 -.15 .18 -.27* .25* .43**   
9. Subjective Well-Being 4.19 2.00 .27* .29** -.37** .22* -.31** .09 .15 .30**  
Note. *p < .05.  **p < .01.  N = 83.  
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Table 2 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for Sample 2 
 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Resilience 3.64 0.64          
2. Conscientiousness  3.81 0.55 .48**         
3. Neuroticism 2.59 0.80 -.57** -.38**        
4. Task-Specific Self-Efficacy 3.81 0.60 .32** .35** -.40**       
5. State Anxiety 2.55 0.71 -.40** -.28** .59** -.39**      
6. Goal Commitment 4.07 0.70 .22** .30** -.31** .59** -.35**     
7. Self-Set Goal 88.35 6.45 .18* .05 -.13 .31** -.03 .10    
8. Course Grade 82.72 12.41 .03 .06 -.08 .18* -.10 -.01 .26**   
9. Subjective Well-Being 4.80 1.36 .37** .37** -.59** .29* -.28* .06 -.07 .15  
Note. *p < .05. **p < .01.  N = 162.  
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Table 3 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for the Combined Sample 
 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Resilience 3.70 0.60          
2. Conscientiousness  3.83 0.56 .45**         
3. Neuroticism 2.53 0.80 -.58** -.38**        
4. Task-Specific Self-Efficacy 3.85 0.60 .36** .34** -.40**       
5. State Anxiety 2.54 0.71 -.35** -.27** .56** -.42**      
6. Goal Commitment 4.09 0.68 .18** .28** -.27** .59** -.37**     
7. Self-Set Goal 88.94 6.19 .16* .10 -.08 .33** -.07 .15*    
8. Course Grade 84.63 12.34 .05 .10 -.12 .21** -.15* .08 .32**   
9. Subjective Well-Being 4.47 1.76 .24** .30** -.42** .21** -.29** .07 .04 .20*  
Note. *p < .05.  **p < .01.  N = 245.  
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Measure Evaluation 
 
As expected, there were no inherent differences between my summer and fall samples.  In 
order to increase my sample size, I combined the summer and fall samples to create one 
combined sample that I analyzed for this study.  Prior research has shown that larger sample 
sizes provide more meaningful parameter estimates for structural equation modeling (Anderson 
& Gerbing, 1988) and more precise factor loadings for exploratory factor analyses (MacCallum, 
Widaman, Zhang, & Hong, 1999; Osborne & Costello, 2009).  By combining my summer and 
fall samples, I obtained a sample size of 245, which is larger than the suggested minimum 
sample size of 150 for structural equation modeling (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) and an 
acceptable sample size for exploratory factor analysis (Osborne & Costello, 2009).   
In order to evaluate the hypothesized dimensions and psychometric properties of the 
scales being used in this study, I conducted a series of exploratory factor analyses on the 
combined sample (N = 245).  I examined these factor analyses in order to determine whether the 
psychometric properties in my combined sample were consistent with prior research.  For each 
factor analysis, I examined the factor loadings and looked for loadings of .3 or higher and cross 
loadings under .3.  
Resilience.  I conducted a factor analysis on Connor and Davidson’s (2003) measure of 
resilience (CD-RISC) for the combined sample (N = 245).  Exploratory factor analyses 
conducted by Connor and Davidson (2003) yielded five distinct factors.  Connor and Davidson 
(2003) identified these factors as: personal competence, trust of one’s instincts and growth from 
stress, viewing change as positive, feeling in control, and spiritual influences.  I examined a five-
factor and one-factor solution for this scale for the combined sample.  I provide the scree plots 
and factor loadings below.  
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First I examined the scree plot of the CD-RISC eigenvalues for the combined sample (see 
Figure 2).  The scree plot suggested evidence of one factor.   
Figure 2.  Scree plot of the CD-RISC scale eigenvalues. 
Then I examined the factor loadings for the one-factor solution for the combined sample 
(see Table 4) to evaluate fit.  All of the resilience items produced substantial factor loadings (i.e., 
greater than .3) except for Items 9 (.18) and 3 (.11).    
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Table 4 
CD-RISC One-Factor Solution Factor Loadings  
 
Note.  CD-RISC refers to the Connor and Davidson resilience scale.  
 
Then I examined the factor loadings for the five-factor solution for the combined sample 
(see Table 5).  I used an oblique rotation because I expected the factors to correlate.  The five-
factor solution was uninterpretable.  Few items loaded onto some factors, e.g., only two items 
loaded onto Factor 2 and only 1 item loaded onto Factor 1 without cross-loading on another 
factor.  The majority of items were eliminated due to insufficient factor loadings or cross-
loadings.  
Items Factor 1 
CD-RISC-24 .70 
CD-RISC-12 .70 
CD-RISC-17 .69 
CD-RISC-23 .65 
CD-RISC-4 .64 
CD-RISC-21 .64 
CD-RISC-11 .63 
CD-RISC-14 .62 
CD-RISC-8 .60 
CD-RISC-19 .59 
CD-RISC-22 .59 
CD-RISC-1 .58 
CD-RISC-16 .55 
CD-RISC-7 .54 
CD-RISC-10 .53 
CD-RISC-15 .52 
CD-RISC-25 .50 
CD-RISC-5 .48 
CD-RISC-6 .45 
CD-RISC-13 .40 
CD-RISC-2 .37 
CD-RISC-20 .36 
CD-RISC-18 .31 
CD-RISC-9 .18 
CD-RISC-3 .11 
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Table 5  
CD-RISC Five-Factor Solution Factor Loadings (Oblique Rotation) 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 
CD-RISC-12 .40 .01 .27 .12 .33 
CD-RISC-15 -.03 .73 -.10 .11 .12 
CD-RISC-16 .32 .48 .05 -.02 .07 
CD-RISC-18 -.05 .44 .20 -.05 -.13 
CD-RISC-23 .01 .43 .06 -.06 .41 
CD-RISC-20 -.02 .41 .05 .18 .09 
CD-RISC-19 .15 .34 .33 -.12 .10 
CD-RISC-6 -.12 .03 .66 -.09 .00 
CD-RISC-8 .27 -.02 .54 .04 .09 
CD-RISC-7 .03 .05 .51 .20 .05 
CD-RISC-1 .12 .28 .50 -.01 -.05 
CD-RISC-14 .15 .31 .48 .01 -.02 
CD-RISC-2 -.06 -.12 .45 .07 .13 
CD-RISC-4 .28 .19 .42 -.16 .13 
CD-RISC-5 -.06 .14 .28 .17 .17 
CD-RISC-3 -.05 .04 -.04 .60 -.06 
CD-RISC-9 .01 .01 .01 .59 -.02 
CD-RISC-13 .17 -.01 .12 .33 .16 
CD-RISC-11 .23 -.09 -.04 .02 .76 
CD-RISC-24 -.11 .10 .13 .03 .71 
CD-RISC-22 .07 -.02 .06 -.05 .66 
CD-RISC-25 -.33 .03 .13 -.00 .66 
CD-RISC-17 .15 .47 -.12 -.04 .51 
CD-RISC-10 .16 -.02 .03 .10 .50 
CD-RISC-21 .07 .16 .13 .21 .41 
Note.  CD-RISC refers to the Connor and Davidson resilience scale.   
 Next, I calculated the Cronbach’s alpha for the CD-RISC based on the one-factor 
solution.  I found a reasonable alpha coefficient of .90 for the established scale.  I recalculated 
Cronbach’s alpha after eliminating Items 9 and 3 and observed little improvement (a = .91).  
 Because the exploratory factor analysis showed evidence of one factor for the resilience 
measure and to further evaluate the unidimensionality of the measure, two subject matter experts 
and I re-examined the item content of the 25 items in the CD-RISC.  14 items were omitted from 
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the scale due to poor content validity.  This reduced the measure to 11 items which had content 
most closely conforming to the definition of resilience.   
 The scree plot suggested evidence of one factor for the 11-item version (see Figure 3).  
Then I examined the factor loadings for the one-factor solution for the 11-item version of the 
CD-RISC (see Table 6) to evaluate fit.  All of the 11 resilience items produced substantial factor 
loadings (i.e., greater than .3)  
 
Figure 3.  Scree plot of the revised 11-item CD-RISC scale eigenvalues. 
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Table 6 
Revised 11-Item CD-RISC One-Factor Solution Factor Loadings  
 
Note.  CD-RISC refers to the Connor and Davidson resilience scale. 
I observed a reasonable Cronbach’s alpha of .88 for the 11-item shortened resilience 
measure.  Because the 11-item, shortened CD-RISC demonstrated good internal consistency 
reliability and content validity on the basis of item content, I used it in all subsequent reported 
analyses.  
Conscientiousness.  I conducted a factor analysis on the well-established 10-item 
Conscientiousness scale from the IPIP (International Personality Item Pool, 2016) using the 
combined sample (N = 245).  The scale is meant to reflect a unidimensional construct.  First, I 
examined the scree plot of the eigenvalues and found evidence for three factors (see Figure 4).   
Items Factor 1 
CD-RISC-4 .70 
CD-RISC-12 .68 
CD-RISC-17 .67 
CD-RISC-14 .64 
CD-RISC-1 .63 
CD-RISC-23 .63 
CD-RISC-19 .63 
CD-RISC-16 .61 
CD-RISC-8 .61 
CD-RISC-21 .57 
CD-RISC-22 .54 
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Figure 4.  Scree plot of the Conscientiousness scale eigenvalues. 
Then, I examined the factor loadings for the one-factor solution for the combined sample 
(see Table 7).  All of the conscientiousness items loaded onto one factor with item loadings 
ranging from .46 to .64.  
Table 7 
Conscientiousness One-Factor Solution Factor Loadings (Oblique Rotation) 
Items Factor 1 
CON-6 .64 
CON-8 .62 
CON-7 .62 
CON-1 .61 
CON-9 .59 
CON-4 .57 
CON-2 .56 
CON-10 .55 
CON-3 .50 
CON-5 .46 
Note.  CON refers to Conscientiousness.  
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Next, I examined the factor loadings for the two-factor solution for the combined sample 
(see Table 8).  There were substantial cross-loadings for Items 1 and 3.  
Table 8 
Conscientiousness Two-Factor Solution Factor Loadings (Oblique Rotation) 
Items Factor1 Factor2 
CON-4 .96 -.02 
CON-5 .80 -.07 
CON-3 .35 .23 
CON-7 -.11 .73 
CON-10 -.09 .66 
CON-9 -.01 .66 
CON-8 .02 .65 
CON-6 .09 .61 
CON-2 .13 .47 
CON-1 .31 .38 
Note.  CON refers to Conscientiousness.  
Then, I examined the factor loadings for the three-factor solution for the combined 
sample (see Table 9).  There were substantial cross-loadings for Item 3. 
Table 9 
Conscientiousness Three-Factor Solution Factor Loadings (Oblique Rotation) 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
CON-5 .98 .03 .11 
CON-4 .71 .04 -.19 
CON-9 .06 .78 .13 
CON-10 .01 .73 .09 
CON-7 -.06 .57 -.17 
CON-8 -.01 .57 -.16 
CON-6 .07 .49 -.18 
CON-1 .08 -.02 -.80 
CON-2 -.07 .18 -.59 
CON-3 .28 .01 -.40 
Note.  CON refers to Conscientiousness.  
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 The IPIP 10-item Conscientiousness scale is a well-established measure (International 
Personality Item Pool, 2016).  I might have obtained evidence of more than one factor due to my 
sample.  Consistent with theory, the one-factor solution provided the best fit for the 
Conscientiousness scale.  I examined the internal consistency reliability of the Conscientiousness 
scale (International Personality Item Pool, 2016) by calculating Cronbach’s alpha.  I observed an 
alpha coefficient of .83.  
Neuroticism.  I conducted a factor analysis on the 10 neuroticism items from the IPIP 
(International Personality Item Pool, 2016) using the combined sample (N = 245).  The scale is 
meant to reflect a unidimensional construct.  First, I examined the scree plot of the eigenvalues 
and found evidence for two factors (see Figure 5).   
Figure 5.  Scree plot of the Neuroticism scale eigenvalues. 
Then, I examined the factor loadings for the one-factor solution for the combined sample 
(see Table 10).  Item NEU-6 did not load onto the single factor.   
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Table 10 
Neuroticism One-Factor Solution Factor Loadings 
Items Factor 1 
NEU-3 .89 
NEU-2 .88 
NEU-1 .85 
NEU-10 .74 
NEU-8 .73 
NEU-4 .71 
NEU-5 .58 
NEU-9 .43 
NEU-7 .32 
NEU-6 .23 
Note.  NEU refers to Neuroticism.  
Next, I examined the factor loadings for the two-factor solution for the combined sample 
(see Table 11).  Items NEU-6 and NEU-7 did not load substantially onto either factor.  
Table 11 
Neuroticism Two-Factor Solution Factor Loadings (Oblique Rotation) 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 
NEU-3 .95 .03 
NEU-1 .87 .01 
NEU-4 .78 .06 
NEU-2 .62 -.31 
NEU-5 .54 -.06 
NEU-6 .24 -.01 
NEU-7 .18 -.17 
NEU-8 -.09 -.98 
NEU-10 .09 -.77 
NEU-9 .17 -.31 
Note.  NEU refers to Neuroticism.  
 The 10-item Neuroticism scale from the IPIP (International Personality Item Pool, 2016) 
is a well-established measure.  I might have obtained inconsistent loadings and evidence of more 
than one factor due to my sample.  Consistent with theory, the one-factor solution provided the 
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best fit.  I examined the internal consistency reliability of the scale by calculating Cronbach’s 
alpha.  I observed an alpha coefficient of .88.  
 Task-Specific Self-Efficacy.  I conducted an exploratory factor analysis on the 10 task-
specific self-efficacy items from the Personal Efficacy Scale (Riggs et al., 1994) using the 
combined sample (N = 245).  The scale is meant to reflect a unidimensional construct.  First, I 
examined the scree plot of the eigenvalues and found evidence for two factors (see Figure 6). 
Figure 6.  Scree plot of the Task-Specific Self-Efficacy scale eigenvalues. 
 Then, I examined the factor loadings for the one-factor solution for the combined sample 
(see Table 12).  With the exception of Item 3, all of the task-specific self-efficacy items loaded 
onto one factor with item loadings ranging from .36 to .80.  
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Table 12 
Task-Specific Self-Efficacy One-Factor Solution Factor Loadings  
Items Factor 1 
TSEFF-4 .80 
TSEFF-5 .65 
TSEFF-6 .62 
TSEFF-1 .61 
TSEFF-8 .60 
TSEFF-2 .55 
TSEFF-9 .53 
TSEFF-3 -.43 
TSEFF-10 .38 
TSEFF-7 .36 
Note.  TSEFF refers to Task-Specific Self-Efficacy.  
 I examined the factor loadings for the two-factor solution for the combined sample (see 
Table 13).  There were substantial cross-loadings for Items 2 and 3.  Item 3 did not load 
substantially onto either factor.   
Table 13 
Task-Specific Self-Efficacy Two-Factor Solution Factor Loadings (Oblique Rotation) 
Items Factor 1 Factor 2 
TSEFF-4 .95 -.09 
TSEFF-1 .72 -.11 
TSEFF-5 .59 .09 
TSEFF-6 .50 .17 
TSEFF-2 .39 .22 
TSEFF-3 -.26 -.22 
TSEFF-9 .02 .69 
TSEFF-8 .15 .60 
TSEFF-7 -.08 .58 
TSEFF-10 .03 .46 
Note.  TSEFF refers to Task-Specific Self-Efficacy. 
 The one-factor solution provided the best fit.  However, Item 3 did not load substantially.   
I examined the internal consistency reliability for the self-efficacy scale with all items and 
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obtained an alpha coefficient of .69.  Then, I recalculated the alpha coefficient after removing 
Item 3 and observed an alpha coefficient of .81.  Thus, I excluded Item 3 from further analyses.  
  Goal Commitment.  I conducted an exploratory factor analysis on the 4 goal 
commitment items developed by Hollenbeck et al. (1989) using the combined sample (N = 245).  
The scale is meant to reflect a unidimensional construct.  First, I examined the scree plot of the 
eigenvalues and found evidence for one factor (see Figure 7). 
Figure 7. Scree plot of the Goal Commitment scale eigenvalues. 
 I examined the factor loadings for the one-factor solution for the combined sample (see 
Table 14).  All of the goal commitment items loaded onto one factor with item loadings ranging 
from .49 to .79. 
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Table 14 
Goal Commitment One-Factor Solution Factor Loadings  
Items Factor 1 
GCOM-2 .79 
GCOM-1 .76 
GCOM-3 .58 
GCOM-4 .49 
Note.  GCOM refers to Goal Commitment. 
 Then, I examined the internal consistency reliability for the goal commitment scale 
(Hollenbeck et al., 1989).  I observed an alpha coefficient of .74.  
 State Anxiety.  I conducted an exploratory factor analysis on the 6 state anxiety items 
from the modified Spielberger State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) (Marteau & Bekker, 1992) 
using the combined sample (N = 245).  The scale is meant to reflect a unidimensional construct.   
I examined the scree plot of the eigenvalues and found evidence for one factor (see Figure 8). 
Figure 8. Scree plot of the State Anxiety scale eigenvalues. 
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 I examined the factor loadings for the one-factor solution for the combined sample (see 
Table 15).  All of the state anxiety items loaded onto one factor with item loadings ranging from 
.62 to .84.   
Table 15 
State Anxiety One-Factor Solution Factor Loadings  
Items Factor 1 
STANX-4 .84 
STANX-1 .80 
STANX-5 .77 
STANX-2 .76 
STANX-6 .66 
STANX-3 .62 
Note.  STANX refers to State Anxiety.  
I calculated the internal consistency reliability for the state anxiety scale and obtained an 
alpha coefficient of .88.  
Subjective Well-Being.  I conducted an exploratory factor analysis on the 5-item 
Satisfaction with Life Scale developed by Pavot and Diener, 1993 using the combined sample (N 
= 245).  The scale is meant to reflect a unidimensional construct.  First, I examined the scree plot 
of the eigenvalues and found evidence for one factor (see Figure 9). 
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Figure 9. Scree plot of the Subjective Well-Being scale eigenvalues. 
 Next, I examined the factor loadings for the one-factor solution for the combined sample 
(see Table 16).  All of the subjective well-being items loaded onto one factor with item loadings 
ranging from .63 to .89. 
Table 16 
Subjective Well-Being One-Factor Solution Factor Loadings  
Items Factor 1 
SUB-3 .89 
SUB-1 .88 
SUB-2 .85 
SUB-4 .72 
SUB-5 .63 
Note.  SUB refers to Subjective Well-Being. 
 Then, I examined the internal consistency reliability for the subjective well-being scale 
(Pavot & Diener, 1993).  I found an alpha coefficient of .89.  
Hypothesis Testing 
 To test each of my hypotheses, I used the combined sample (N = 245).   
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Hypothesis 1a stated that resilience is positively related to task-specific self-efficacy.  To 
test this hypothesis, I regressed task-specific self-efficacy on resilience.  Resilience was related 
significantly and positively to task-specific self-efficacy (β = .36, t = 5.99, p < .001).  These 
results supported Hypothesis 1a.  
 Hypothesis 1b stated that resilience is positively related to goal commitment.  To test this 
hypothesis, I regressed goal commitment on resilience.  Resilience showed a significant, positive 
relationship with goal commitment (β = .18 t = 2.91, p < .01).  These results supported 
Hypothesis 1b.  
 Hypothesis 1c stated that resilience is positively related to self-set goal levels.  To test 
this hypothesis, I regressed self-set goal levels on resilience.  Results demonstrated a significant, 
positive relationship between resilience and self-set goal levels (β = .16, t = 2.53, p < .01).  These 
results supported Hypothesis 1c.  
 Hypothesis 1d stated that resilience is negatively related to state anxiety.  To test this 
hypothesis, I regressed state anxiety on resilience.  Resilience was related significantly and 
negatively to state anxiety (β = -.35, t = -5.89, p < .001).  These results supported Hypothesis 1d.  
Hypothesis 2 stated that resilience would account for variance in academic performance 
and subjective well-being after controlling for the effects of conscientiousness and neuroticism. 
As seen in Table 3, neither resilience, conscientiousness, nor neuroticism were related to 
performance, i.e., course grade.  Moreover, resilience was unrelated to performance (β = -.07, t = 
-0.79, p > .05) when controlling for conscientiousness and neuroticism.  Thus, Hypothesis 2a 
was not supported.  Also, as seen in Table 3, resilience and conscientiousness were positively 
related to subjective well-being and neuroticism was negatively related to subjective well-being.  
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However, resilience was not related to subjective well-being (b = -.05, t = -0.49, p > .05) when 
controlling for conscientiousness and neuroticism.  Thus, Hypothesis 2b was not supported.   
Hypotheses 3 through 5 proposed indirect effects that made up a causal model describing 
how resilience is related to academic performance and subjective well-being through 
motivational and affective factors (see Figure 1).  In order to examine both the individual indirect 
effects and the overall fit of this model to my data, I conducted a path analysis on the 
hypothesized model and examined the model fit statistics as well as the indirect effects (see 
Figure 1).  Path analysis is a method of structural equation modeling that allows a researcher to 
specify a model and examine the relationships between observed variables (Schumacker & 
Lomax, 2010).  Path analysis is able to solve multiple equations simultaneously and is better at 
modeling complex relationships among observed variables than multiple regression (Schumacker 
& Lomax, 2010).  
Further, I used bootstrapping with 1000 replacements to evaluate the significance of 
indirect effects (Shrout and Bolger, 2012).  Bootstrapping is a statistical technique that resamples 
with replacement numerous times to calculate indirect effects and in turn a sampling distribution 
(Kenny, 2016; Preacher & Hayes, 2004; Shrout & Bolger, 2012).  Bootstrapping is a 
recommended and more powerful test of indirect effects than others such as the Sobel test 
because bootstrapping is less conservative and it recognizes the skewed sampling distribution 
(Kenny, 2016; Preacher & Hayes, 2004; Preacher & Hayes, 2008; Shrout & Bolger, 2002).  Also 
bootstrapping is recommended for small sample sizes (Shrout & Bolger).  By using path analysis 
and bootstrapping, I was able to examine the fit of the hypothesized model to the data.  I was 
also able to assess the significance of each hypothesized indirect effect that comprise the model.  
This enabled me to assess the influence resilience on academic performance and subjective well-
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being through motivational and affective factors, providing better insight on how resilience 
works.  
Model Fit.  To test how well the hypothesized model fits the data, I examined four 
measures of model fit: chi-square, Bentler comparative fit index (CFI), root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA), and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) (see Table 17).  I 
examined these four fit statistics because researchers recommend examining multiple fit indices 
to better assess model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999).  To provide evidence of adequate fit, I was 
looking for a non-significant c2, a CFI greater than or equal to 0.95, an RMSEA less than or 
equal to 0.06, and an SRMR less than or equal to 0.08.  For the hypothesized model, the chi-
square statistic was significant, c2(10) = 33.34, p < .001, the CFI statistic was 0.88, the RMSEA 
was 0.12, and the SRMR was 0.10 (see Figure 10).  Thus, the hypothesized model did not have 
adequate fit. 
After evaluating the fit of the hypothesized model, I examined the modification indices 
for the hypothesized model.  The modification indices suggested that a path should be added 
between task-specific self-efficacy and state anxiety (modification index = 14.18).  I added the 
new path to a revised model (see Figure 11) and examined the same four fit statistics (chi-square, 
CFI, RMSEA, and SRMR) (see Table 17).  The chi-square was still significant, c2(9) = 18.45, p 
< .05, the CFI was 0.95, the RMSEA was 0.08, and the SRMR was 0.05.  These statistics 
suggested that the revised model fit the data well.  I conducted a chi-square difference test and 
found that the revised model fit the data better than the hypothesized model, c2diff (1) = 14.89, p < 
.001.  Thus, I tested indirect effects using the revised model.   
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Table 17 
 
Fit Statistics for the Hypothesized and Revised Models 
 df c2 CFI RMSEA SRMR 
Hypothesized Model 10 33.34* 0.88 0.12 0.10 
Revised Model 9 18.45* 0.95 0.08 0.05 
 
Note.  * p < .05; **p < .01.  N = 152.  
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Figure 10.  Hypothesized model with path coefficients. 
Note.  I reported unstandardized path coefficients with standard errors indicated in parentheses.  * p < .05.  ** p < .01.  *** p < .001.  
Resilience 
Goal commitment 
Self-set 
goal level 
State anxiety 
Task specific 
self-efficacy 
Academic performance 
Subjective well-being 
.411*** 
(.057) 
-.130 
(.211) 
2.942** 
(.951) 
.705*** 
(.083) 
-.801*** 
(.206) 
-1.846 
(1.632) 
.623*** 
(.175) 
.606 
(1.376) 
-.385*** 
(.088) 
.007 
(.022) 
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Figure 11.  Revised model with path coefficients.  
Note.  I reported unstandardized path coefficients with standard errors indicated in parentheses.  * p < .05.  ** p < .01.  *** p < .001.  
 
 
Resilience 
Goal commitment 
Self-set 
goal level 
State anxiety 
Task specific 
self-efficacy 
Academic performance 
Subjective well-being 
.411*** 
(.057) 
-.130 
(.210) 
2.942** 
(.953) 
.705*** 
(.085) 
-.801*** 
(.209) 
-1.846 
(1.593) 
.623*** 
(.178) 
.606 
(1.461) 
-.229** 
(.091) 
.007 
(.023) 
-.379*** 
(.105) 
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Indirect effects for the revised model.  I observed similar effects for the hypothesized 
model as I did for the revised model.  Hypotheses 3a and 3b stated that resilience would have an 
indirect effect on academic performance and subjective well-being through task-specific self-
efficacy and in turn goal commitment.  The indirect effect between resilience, task-specific self-
efficacy, goal commitment, and academic performance was not significant, b = .18, SE = 0.43, p 
> .05.  The indirect effect between resilience, task-specific self-efficacy, goal commitment, and 
subjective well-being was not significant, b = -.04, SE = 0.06, p > .05.  Thus, Hypotheses 3a and 
3b were not supported because resilience did not have a significant indirect effect on academic 
performance nor subjective well-being through task-specific self-efficacy and in turn goal 
commitment.  
Hypotheses 4a and 4b stated that resilience would have an indirect effect on academic 
performance and subjective well-being through task-specific self-efficacy and in turn self-set 
goal difficulty.  The indirect effect between resilience, task-specific self-efficacy, self-set goal 
difficulty, and academic performance was significant, b = .75, SE = 0.25, p < .01.  Thus, 
Hypothesis 4a was supported.  Resilience had a significant indirect effect on academic 
performance through task-specific self-efficacy and in turn self-set goal difficulty.  The indirect 
effect between resilience, task-specific self-efficacy, self-set goal difficulty, and subjective well-
being was not significant, b = .01, SE = 0.03, p > .05.  Thus, Hypothesis 4b was not supported. 
Resilience did not have a significant indirect effect on subjective well-being through task-
specific self-efficacy and in turn self-set goal difficulty.  
Hypotheses 5a and 5b stated that resilience would have an indirect effect on academic 
performance and subjective well-being through state anxiety.  The indirect effect between 
resilience, state anxiety, and academic performance was not significant, b = .42, SE = 0.38, p > 
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.05.  Thus, Hypothesis 5a was not supported.  The indirect effect between resilience, state 
anxiety, and subjective well-being was significant, b = .18, SE = 0.09, p < .05.  Thus, Hypothesis 
5b was supported.  Resilience had a significant indirect effect on subjective well-being through 
state anxiety. 
Additionally, because I added a path in the revised model, I tested post hoc two 
additional indirect effects.  I found a significant indirect effect between resilience, task-specific 
self-efficacy, state anxiety, and subjective well-being, b = .13, SE = 0.06, p < .05.  There was not 
a significant indirect effect between resilience, task-specific self-efficacy, state anxiety, and 
academic performance, b = .29, SE = 0.29, p > .05.   
 A second revised model without subjective well-being.  Subjective well-being is an 
outcome integral to my original, hypothesized model.  However, because I asked participants to 
respond to three separate surveys at three separate times during the semester, I received fewer 
responses to the subjective well-being measure in Survey 3.  Because of this, my sample size 
dropped substantially from 245 to 152 when conducting my path analyses.  For exploratory 
purposes, I decided to omit subjective well-being as an outcome and examine the model fit and 
indirect effects of the new model (see Figure 12).  I did not include the suggested path examined 
in the previous revised model.  
To test how well the new model fits the data, I examined four measures of model fit: chi-
square, Bentler comparative fit index (CFI), root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), 
and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) (see Table 18).  Based on the fit statistics, 
the model without subjective well-being as an outcome did not have adequate fit.  The chi-square 
statistic was significant, c2(8) = 42.91, p < .05, the CFI statistic was 0.86 and the SRMR was 
0.09.  
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Table 18 
 
Fit Statistics of the Second Revised Model Without Subjective Well-Being 
 df c2 CFI RMSEA SRMR 
Second Revised Model 8 42.91* 0.86 0.13 0.09 
 
Note.  * p < .05; **p < .01.  N = 245.  
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Figure 12.  Second revised model without subjective well-being and with path coefficients.  
Note.  I reported unstandardized path coefficients with standard errors indicated in parentheses.  * p < .05.  ** p < .01.  *** p < .001.  
Resilience 
Goal commitment 
Self-set 
goal level 
State anxiety 
Task specific 
self-efficacy 
Academic performance 
.358*** 
(.055) 
3.374*** 
(.711) 
.662*** 
(.062) 
-2.363 
(1.481) 
.630*** 
(.154) 
-.374 
(1.209) 
-.418*** 
(.070) 
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Discussion 
Overview 
The purpose of my study was to examine the effects of motivational and affective factors 
as facilitators of resilience effects on outcomes to better understand how resilience works.  I 
wanted to determine whether task-specific self-efficacy, goal commitment, self-set goal level, 
and state anxiety facilitated the beneficial effects of resilience on academic performance and 
subjective well-being.  Also, I wanted to examine whether resilience accounted for unique 
variance above and beyond personality.  I found that the model of resilience I hypothesized did 
not adequately fit the data but a revised model with a path from task-specific self-efficacy to 
state anxiety did.  Further, resilience had an indirect effect on academic performance through 
task-specific self-efficacy and in turn self-set goal level.  Also, resilience had an indirect effect 
on subjective well-being through state anxiety as well as through self-efficacy and state anxiety.  
However, resilience did not account for unique variance in academic performance or subjective 
well-being beyond personality.  My results contributed to the literature by providing evidence 
supporting a hypothesized model of relationships involving resilience, evidence of indirect 
motivational and affective paths to performance and subjective well-being but no evidence that 
resilience accounts for variance in performance and subjective well-being after controlling for 
conscientiousness and neuroticism. I discuss implications of these results for theory, practice, 
and future research.  
Evidence Supporting a Structural Model Involving Resilience 
My results provided support for a structural model describing motivational and affective 
pathways between resilience and academic performance and subjective well-being.  I did not find 
support for the hypothesized path model.  However, I did find support for a revised model with a 
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path from task-specific self-efficacy to state anxiety.  In brief, my results provided support for 
motivational and affective pathways from resilience to performance and subjective well-being.  
More specifically, consistent with and extending prior research and theory, my results provided 
support for a motivational pathway to performance, an affective pathway to subjective well-
being, and, with the additional path, a more complex motivational and affective pathway to 
subjective well-being.  I discuss these indirect pathways below.  
However, I address first the added path from task-specific self-efficacy to state anxiety.  
This path is consistent with prior research examining the relationship between self-efficacy and 
anxiety (e.g., Bandura, 1993; Luszczynska et al., 2005).  Bandura (1978; 1993) proposed the 
theory of reciprocal determinism, suggesting that, amongst other factors, self-efficacy and 
anxiety are reciprocal causes of one another.  Bandura argued that low anxiety leads to higher 
levels of self-efficacy (Bandura & Adams, 1977), but reciprocally, levels of self-efficacy 
determine how anxious individuals are.  Furthermore, researchers have found an inverse 
relationship between self-efficacy and anxiety such that high levels of self-efficacy reflect lower 
levels of anxiety (Haycock, McCarthy, & Skay, 1998). 
Though Bandura’s theory of reciprocal determinism is supported by prior research (e.g., 
Bandura, 1978; Haycock et al., 1998), prior research has provided support also for specific 
directionality from self-efficacy to anxiety (e.g., Bandura, 1993, Pajares, 1996).  Self-efficacy 
affects both motivation (e.g., goals) and affect (e.g., anxiety) by influencing how driven 
individuals are and how confident they feel in their abilities (Bandura, 1993; Pajares, 1996).  An 
individual with low levels of self-efficacy has low confidence in his or her abilities and is thus 
likely to experience high levels of anxiety when attempting to accomplish a task.  Regarding the 
current study, college students are likely to have well-established levels of task-specific self-
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efficacy in relation to academic performance.  Therefore, it is not surprising that their levels of 
task-specific self-efficacy affected how anxious they felt in an academic context (e.g., state 
anxiety). 
The results from this study increase researchers’ theoretical understanding of how 
resilience works and achieves beneficial effects.  Prior research has focused primarily on the 
direct relationships between resilience and outcomes (e.g., Burns et al., 2011; Reivich & Shatté, 
2002) and resilience and motivational and affective variables (e.g., Allan, McKenna, & 
Dominey, 2014; Bandura & Locke, 2003; Tempski et al., 2015).  Results for the revised model 
demonstrated that beneficial resilience effects on important outcomes can be achieved through 
both motivational and affective mechanisms.  This suggests that motivation and affect might 
both be important, underlying mechanisms that contribute to the beneficial effects of resilience.  
This improves our understanding of how resilience works and the types of mechanisms that 
facilitate it.  
Indirect Motivational, Affective, and More Complex Pathways Involving Resilience 
Motivational pathway.  I found evidence of a motivational path leading from resilience 
to performance.  Results demonstrated that resilience had an indirect effect on academic 
performance through motivational factors (i.e., task-specific self-efficacy and self-set goal 
difficulty).  This is consistent with and extends prior research that has found influential direct 
effects of resilience and motivational variables on performance (e.g., Allan et al., 2014; Bandura, 
1997; Locke & Latham, 2002).  Prior research has demonstrated that resilience has a positive 
relationship with self-efficacy and influences levels of self-efficacy (e.g., Bandura, 1997; Rutter, 
1987).  Further, prior research has shown that self-efficacy influences the types of goals that 
individuals set for themselves as well as how committed individuals are to these goals (e.g., 
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Bandura, 2009; Locke & Latham, 2002).  In turn, individuals who set a specific and challenging 
goal are more likely to achieve better performance (e.g., Morisano et al., 2010).  
The significant indirect path between resilience, task-specific self-efficacy, self-set goal 
difficulty, and academic performance suggests that motivational factors play an important role in 
facilitating resilience effects on performance.  Motivational factors might facilitate resilience by 
giving individuals an important goal to strive for (a self-set goal) and the faith in their abilities to 
achieve it (task-specific self-efficacy).  These variables in conjunction with one another allow 
individuals to perform successfully.  These results have important practical implications for both 
the workplace and academic environments seeking to increase the performance.  For example, 
universities can assist students in achieving higher academic performance by conducting 
workshops or promoting classroom styles that promote the encouragement of academic abilities 
and focus on teaching students how to set goals, how to stay committed to these goals, and how 
to utilize inherent resilient qualities.  
Affective pathway.  I found evidence of an affective path leading from resilience to 
subjective well-being.  Results demonstrated that resilience had an indirect effect on subjective 
well-being through state anxiety.  This is consistent with and extends prior research that has 
found influential effects of resilience and affective variables on well-being (e.g., Spielberger & 
Reheiser, 2009; Tempski et al., 2015).  Research has shown that resilience has a negative 
relationship with anxiety (e.g., Tempski et al., 2015), suggesting that higher levels of resilience 
lead to lower levels of anxiety.  Similarly, anxiety has a negative relationship with well-being 
(e.g., Wahl et al., 2001) with lower levels of anxiety leading to greater well-being.   
An important implication of my results is that resilience effects on well-being can be 
facilitated through affective factors.  This finding suggests the importance of affect in relation to 
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an individual’s inherent levels of resilience.  In addition to resilience, how anxious a person 
currently is influences his or her subjective well-being.  This could have important implications 
for resilience and stress research.  For example, researchers examining dispositional resilience 
might examine other affective factors as potential facilitators of beneficial effects to develop a 
better understanding of the variables that play a role in determining an individual’s well-being. 
A motivational and affective pathway.  I found evidence of a more complex 
motivational and affective path leading from resilience to subjective well-being.  Results from 
the revised model revealed a significant indirect effect between resilience, task-specific self-
efficacy, state anxiety, and subjective well-being.  This is an interesting finding because it 
suggests that both motivational and affective factors might play an important role in facilitating 
resilience effects on well-being.  The path between resilience, task-specific self-efficacy, state 
anxiety, and subjective well-being is consistent with and extends findings from prior research.  
High levels of resilience influence an individual’s level of self-efficacy (e.g., Bandura, 1997; 
Rutter, 1987), and how efficacious an individual is influences how anxious he or she is (e.g., 
Bandura, 1993; Pajares, 1996).  Although self-efficacy is a motivational variable, it is likely that 
I found this significant indirect effect when adding the direct path from task-specific self-
efficacy to state anxiety because self-efficacy has influential effects on affective factors such as 
anxiety and stress (e.g., Bandura, 1993; Pajares, 1996).   
Future research should continue to examine combinations of motivational and affective 
variables and their influences on well-being to develop a better understanding of the variables 
that play a role in bringing about beneficial effects on well-being.  For example, researchers 
should examine if other motivational variables and affective variables such as intrinsic 
motivation or coping mechanisms and optimism similarly facilitate beneficial effects on 
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performance and well-being.  Also, researchers should examine cognitive factors such as 
perceived control or metacognition in order to observe whether these types of variables play a 
role in facilitating resilience effects on performance and well-being.  Additionally, researchers 
should explore further self-efficacy’s relationship with anxiety and other affective factors to 
better understand self-efficacy’s influence.  
Unique Variance 
  Although contrary to my predictions, another interesting result was that resilience did not 
account for unique variance in either academic performance or subjective well-being.  
Resilience, conscientiousness, and neuroticism did not relate significantly to academic 
performance, and I will not discuss these effects further.  
However, all three variables correlated significantly with subjective well-being.  Indeed, 
resilience, conscientiousness, and neuroticism, explained approximately 19.7% of the variance in 
subjective well-being, R2 = .197, F(3,143) = 11.73, p < .001.  However, resilience did not 
account for unique variance in subjective well-being when controlling for conscientiousness and 
neuroticism, (b = -.05, t = -0.49, p > .05).  Conscientiousness and neuroticism explained 
approximately 19.6% of the variance in subjective well-being, R2 = .196, F(2,144) = 17.57, p < 
.001.  Thus, resilience only added .1% to the variance accounted for.  Moreover, both 
neuroticism (b = -.35, t = -4.39, p < .001) and conscientiousness (b = .17, t = 2.06, p < .05) each 
accounted for unique variance in subjective well-being while controlling for the other.   
 These results suggest that resilience is not capturing any variance in subjective well-being 
above and beyond conscientiousness and neuroticism.  Further, this implies that resilience might 
not be the best predictor of subjective well-being and that personality might be a better predictor 
of subjective well-being.  However, an alternate explanation is that the context (i.e., an academic 
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setting) in which I examined resilience effects might not have possessed sufficient adversity to 
reveal the effects of resilience beyond that which was accounted for by conscientiousness and 
neuroticism.  Future research should examine resilience in environments that vary more 
dramatically in adversity as well as what facets of resilience, neuroticism, and conscientiousness 
affect outcomes.  I will discuss this issue further below.   
Future research should continue to examine the role of resilience and personality in 
different populations and environments, such as workers in the workplace or patients in 
hospitals.  Moreover, researchers are still debating the definition of resilience.  That is, some 
researchers have argued that the term resilience should be reserved for situations involving 
extreme adversity and not used in relation to everyday stressors (e.g., Southwick et al., 2014).  
Also, it is possible that I did not find that resilience accounted for variance in subjective well-
being above and beyond conscientiousness and neuroticism because the academic sample that I 
used for my study did not have enough variability in resilience.  Indeed, participants in my study 
reported moderate levels of resilience (M = 3.81) with low variability (SD = 0.48).   
Though it is possible that the students in my study might have been facing stressors or 
risks outside of coursework that brought about detrimental effects to their well-being, the 
intensity of these events might not have been extreme enough to reveal the unique effects of 
dispositional resilience.  It is possible that the resilience effects found overlap with 
conscientiousness and neuroticism effects.  Future research should examine resilience in 
environments with greater adversity and variety, such as hospitals or the workplace, to determine 
whether resilience is best suited for extreme adversity or can be used in reference to daily 
hassles.  This will help provide better clarity on the possibility of universal definition of 
resilience.   
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Also, researchers should examine the psychometric properties of existing measures of 
resilience and work to develop higher quality measures if needed.  Currently, there is not a 
single, dominating measure of resilience though several measures of resilience have been 
created, such as the Resilience Scale and the Adolescent Resilience Scale (Connor & Davidson, 
2003; Ahern, Kiehl, Sole, & Byers, 2006).  This might be because of the current debates within 
the literature regarding the definition and nature of resilience.  Existing scales should continue to 
be evaluated as well.  The CD-RISC measure used for this study was supposed to have five 
factors (Connor & Davidson, 2003).  However, I observed evidence of one factor and also 
observed interpretable results when using the scale as unidimensional.  Similarly, a review of 
resilience measures found that the Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale along with the Resilience 
Scale and the Adolescent Resilience Scale had good psychometric properties (Ahern et al., 
2006).  Future research should continue to examine the dimensionality of currently existing 
measures and whether it is possible to establish a universal measure of resilience with sound 
psychometric properties or whether it is necessary to tailor resilience measures to specific 
populations and/or contexts.   
Limitations  
 One important limitation of this study was the sample size.  Data was collected over a 
summer semester and subsequent fall semester.  The number of students enrolled in psychology 
courses over the summer semester was small and resulted in a small sample.  Additionally, 
several participants did not participate in all three surveys, which further decreased the sample 
size for my study.  I was able to use the data for all of the subjects that participated in Surveys 1 
and 2.  However, I was not able to collect subjective well-being data from many of these 
participants because they did not participate in all three surveys.  Thus, when conducting my 
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path analyses and fit statistics, my sample size was reduced to subjects who participated in all 
three studies (N = 152).  This is close to the recommended minimum sample size of 150 for 
structural equation modeling analyses (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).    
 Another limitation of my study was that data was collected from undergraduate college 
students.  Although I found relationships between resilience and self-efficacy, self-set goals, 
anxiety, and subjective well-being, I did not find that resilience had unique variance in subjective 
well-being above and beyond conscientiousness and neuroticism.  Students reported moderate 
levels of resilience (M = 3.81, SD = 0.48).  Perhaps the environment reflected moderate adversity 
as well.  Possibly, resilience would not account for unique variance beyond personality unless its 
effects are assessed in more adverse or extreme circumstances or environments.   
Conclusions 
Research has demonstrated that resilience has beneficial effects on important outcomes 
such as performance and well-being (e.g., Connor & Davidson, 2003).  However, prior research 
has not yet fully explored the underlying mechanisms that explain how resilience works.  The 
purpose of my study was to examine motivational and affective factors that might facilitate the 
beneficial effects of resilience on important outcomes.  My results provided evidence supporting 
a structural model involving resilience.  Also, my results provided evidence that resilience has an 
indirect effect on performance through motivational factors and an indirect effect on well-being 
through affective factors.  However, resilience did not account for unique variance in academic 
performance or subjective well-being beyond conscientiousness or neuroticism.  My results 
contributed theoretically to the literature by extending knowledge of resilience and its 
relationship with motivational and affective factors and their combined effects on performance 
and subjective well-being.  Further, my results suggested that researchers should explore more 
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complex pathways involving both motivation and affect together as mechanisms underlying 
resilience effects on outcomes.  These results contribute to practice by suggesting that 
environments can be structured to assist individuals in achieving high performance by promoting 
self-efficacy, goal setting, and resilience.  Overall, this study contributes to researchers’ 
understanding of how dispositional resilience influences performance and subjective well-being 
through motivational and affective pathways.  
 
 
 69 
References 
Abolghasemi, A., & Varaniyab, S. T. (2010). Resilience and perceived stress: Predictors of life  
satisfaction in the students of success and failure. Procedia-Social and Behavioral 
Sciences, 5, 748-752.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.07.178 
Ahern, N. R., Kiehl, E. M., Lou Sole, M., & Byers, J. (2006). A review of instruments measuring 
resilience. Issues in Comprehensive Pediatric Nursing, 29(2), 103-125. 
Allan, J. F., McKenna, J., & Dominey, S. (2014). Degrees of resilience: profiling psychological 
resilience and prospective academic achievement in university inductees. British Journal 
of Guidance & Counselling, 42(1), 9-25. 
doi:10.1080/03069885.2013.793784 
Anderson, J. C., & Gerbing, D. W. (1988). Structural equation modeling in practice: A review 
and recommended two-step approach. Psychological Bulletin, 103(3), 411-423. 
Azizli, N., Atkinson, B. E., Baughman, H. M., & Giammarco, E. A. (2015). Relationships 
between general self-efficacy, planning for the future, and life satisfaction. Personality 
and Individual Differences, 82, 58-60.   
 doi:10.1016/j.paid.2015.03.006 
Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: toward a unifying theory of behavioral change. Psychological 
Review, 84(2), 191-215. 
 https://www.uky.edu/~eushe2/Bandura/Bandura1977PR.pdf 
Bandura, A. (1978). The self system in reciprocal determinism. American Psychologist, 33(4), 
344-358.  
 
 70 
Bandura, A. (1993). Perceived Self-Efficacy in Cognitive Development and 
Functioning. Educational Psychologist, 28(2), 117-148. 
Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. London, England: Macmillan 
Publishers Ltd.   
Bandura, A. (2001). Social cognitive theory: An agentic perspective. Annual Review of 
Psychology, 52(1), 1-26. 
Bandura, A. (2009). Cultivate self-efficacy for personal and organizational effectiveness. In E. 
A. Locke (Ed.), Handbook of principles of organization behavior (2nd ed., pp. 179-200). 
New York, NY: Wiley.  
Bandura, A., & Locke, E. A. (2003). Negative self-efficacy and goal effects revisited. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 88(1), 87-99. 
 doi:10.1037/0021-9010.88.1.87 
Bandura, A., & Adams, N. E. (1977). Analysis of self-efficacy theory of behavioral change. 
Cognitive Therapy and Research, 1(4), 287-310. 
Benight, C. C., & Bandura, A. (2004). Social cognitive theory of posttraumatic recovery: The 
role of perceived self-efficacy. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 42(2004), 1129-1148. 
 doi:10.1016/j.brat.2003.08.008 
Benight, C. C., & Cieslak, R. (2011). Cognitive factors and resilience: how self-efficacy 
contributes to coping with. In S. M. Southwick, B. T. Litz, D. Charney, & M. J. Friedman 
(Ed.), Resilience and mental health: Challenges across the lifespan (pp. 45-55). 
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.  
Brunstein, J. C., Schultheiss, O. C., & Maier, G. W. (1999). The pursuit of personal goals: A 
motivational approach to well-being and life adjustment. In J. Brandtstadter & R. M., 
 
 71 
Lerner (Ed.), Action & self-development: Theory and research through the lifespan (pp. 
169-196).  Los Angeles, CA: SAGE Publications.  
Burkley, E., Anderson, D., Curtis, J., & Burkley, M. (2013). Vicissitudes of goal commitment: 
Satisfaction, investments, and alternatives. Personality and Individual Differences, 54(5), 
663-668. 
Burns, R. A., Anstey, K. J., & Windsor, T. D. (2011). Subjective well-being mediates the effects 
of resilience and mastery on depression and anxiety in a large community sample of 
young and middle-aged adults. Australian and New Zealand Journal of Psychiatry, 45, 
240-248. 
Bono, J. E., & Judge, T. A. (2003). Core self-evaluations: A review of the trait and its role in job 
satisfaction and job performance. European Journal of Personality, 17, 5-18. 
 doi:10.1002/per.481 
Carver, C. S. (1998). Resilience and thriving: Issues, models, and linkages. Journal of Social 
Issues, 54(2), 245-266. 
Connor, K. M., & Davidson, J. R. (2003). Development of a new resilience scale: The 
Connor-Davidson resilience scale (CD-RISC). Depression and Anxiety, 18, 76-82. 
 doi:10.1002/da.10113 
Curry, J. P., Wakefield, D. S., Price, J. L., & Mueller, C. W. (1986). On the causal ordering of 
job satisfaction and organizational commitment. Academy of Management Journal, 29(4), 
847-858. 
Diener, E. (1994). Assessing subjective well-being: Progress and opportunities. Social Indicators 
Research, 31(2), 103-157. 
 doi:10.1007/BF01207052 
 
 72 
Emmons, R. A., & Diener, E. (1985). Personality correlates of subjective well-being. Personality 
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 11(1), 89-97. 
Erez, M., & Zidon, I. (1984). Effect of goal acceptance on the relationship of goal difficulty to 
performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69(1), 69-78. 
Friborg, O., Barlaug, D., Martinussen, M., Rosenvinge, J. H., & Hjemdal, O. (2005). Resilience 
in relation to personality and intelligence. International Journal of Methods in 
Psychiatric Research, 14(1), 29-42. 
Garmezy, N. (1974). Children at risk: The search for the antecedents of schizophrenia. 
Schizophrenia Bulletin, 8, 14–90.  
Gebhardt, W. A., Van Der Doef, M. P., Massey, E. K., Verhoeven, C. J. M., & Verkuil, B. 
(2010). Goal commitment to finding a partner and satisfaction with life among female 
singles: The mediating role of rumination. Journal of Health Psychology, 15(1), 122-130. 
Gilligan, R. (2000). Adversity, resilience and young people: The protective value of positive 
school and spare time experiences. Children & Society, 14, 37-47. 
Gillham, J. E., Reivich, K. J., Freres, D. R., Chaplin, T. M., Shatté, A. J., Samuels, B., Elkon, 
A.G., Litzinger, S., Lascher, M., Gallop, R., & Seligman, M. E. (2007). School-based 
prevention of depressive symptoms: A randomized controlled study of the effectiveness 
and specificity of the Penn Resiliency Program. Journal of Consulting and Clinical 
Psychology, 75(1), 9-19. 
 doi:10.1037/0022-006X.75.1.9 
Hamill, S. K. (2003). Resilience and self-efficacy: The importance of efficacy beliefs and coping 
mechanisms in resilient adolescents. Colgate University Journal of the Sciences, 35(1), 
115-146. 
 
 73 
Hao, S., Hong, W., Xu, H., Zhou, L., & Xie, Z. (2015). Relationship between resilience, stress 
and burnout among civil servants in Beijing, China: mediating and moderating effect 
analysis. Personality and Individual Differences, 83, 65-71. 
Haycock, L. A., McCarthy, P., & Skay, C. L. (1998).  Procrastination in College Students: The 
Role of Self-Efficacy and Anxiety.  Journal of Counseling & Development, 76(3), 317-
324. 
He, F., Cao, R., Feng, Z., Guan, H., & Peng, J. (2013). The impacts of dispositional optimism 
and psychological resilience on the subjective well-being of burn patients: A structural 
equation modelling analysis. PLoS ONE, 8(12), 1-5.  
 doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0082939 
Headey, B., Kelley, J., & Wearing, A. (1993). Dimensions of mental health: life satisfaction, 
positive affect, anxiety and depression. Social Indicators Research, 29(1), 63-82. 
Hedberg, A. G. (1972). Review of State-Trait Anxiety Inventory. Professional Psychology, 3(4), 
389-390.  
Heller, D., Watson, D., & Ilies, R. (2004). The role of person versus situation in life satisfaction: 
A critical examination. Psychological Bulletin, 130(4), 574-600. 
Hjemdal, O., Vogel, P. A., Solem, S., Hagen, K., & Stiles, T. C. (2011). The relationship 
between resilience and levels of anxiety, depression, and obsessive–compulsive 
symptoms in adolescents. Clinical Psychology & Psychotherapy, 18(4), 314-321. 
Hollenbeck, J. R., & Klein, H. J. (1987). Goal commitment and the goal-setting process: 
Problems, prospects, and proposals for future research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
72(2), 212. 
 
 74 
Hollenbeck, J. R., Williams, C. R., & Klein, H. J. (1989). An empirical examination of the 
antecedents of commitment to difficult goals. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74(1), 18-
23. 
Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: 
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6(1), 1-55.  
Huebner, E. S. (1991). Correlates of life satisfaction in children. School Psychology Quarterly, 
6(2), 103-111. 
Huebner, E. S. (2004). Research on assessment of life satisfaction of children and adolescents. 
Social Indicators Research, 66(1/2), 3-33. 
International Personality Item Pool:  A Scientific Collaboratory for the Development of 
 Advanced Measures of Personality Traits and Other Individual Differences 
 (http://ipip.ori.org/).  Internet Web Site. 
Ivancevich, J. M. (1976). Effects of goal setting on performance and job satisfaction. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 61(5), 605-612. 
Judge, T. A., Bono, J. E., Erez, A., & Locke, E. A. (2005). Core self-evaluations and job and life 
satisfaction: the role of self-concordance and goal attainment. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 90(2), 257-268. 
 doi:10.1037/021-9010.90.2.257 
Judge, T. A., Jackson, C. L., Shaw, J. C., Scott, B. A., & Rich, B. L. (2007). Self-efficacy and 
work-related performance: the integral role of individual differences. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 92(1), 107-127. 
Judge, T.A., Thorensen, C.J., Bono, J.E. and Patton, G.K. (2001). The job satisfaction-job 
performance relationship: a qualitative and quantitative review. Psychological Bulletin, 
 
 75 
127(3), 376-407. 
Kenny, D. A. (2016). Mediation.  
 Retrieved from http://davidakenny.net/cm/mediate.htm 
King, L. A., Richards, J. H., & Stemmerich, E. (1998). Daily goals, life goals, and worst fears: 
Means, ends, and subjective well-being. Journal of Personality, 66(5), 713-744. 
Kotzé, M., & Kleynhans, R. (2013). Psychological well-being and resilience as predictors of 
first-year students' academic performance. Journal of Psychology in Africa, 23(1), 51-59. 
Lent, R. W., Singley, D., Sheu, H., Gainor, K. A., Brenner, B. R., Treistman, D., et al. (2005). 
Social cognitive predictors of domain and life satisfaction: Exploring the theoretical 
precursors of subjective well-being. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 52(3), 429–442. 
Liu, Y., Wang, Z., & Lü, W. (2013). Resilience and affect balance as mediators between trait 
emotional intelligence and life satisfaction. Personality and Individual Differences, 54(7), 
850-855. 
Locke, E. A. (1968). Toward a theory of task motivation and incentives. Organizational 
Behavior and Human Performance, 3, 157-189. 
Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (1990). A theory of goal setting & task performance. Eaglewood 
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall Inc. 
Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (2002). Building a practically useful theory of goal setting and 
task motivation: A 35-year odyssey. American Psychologist, 57(9), 705-717. 
 doi:10.1037//0003-066X.57.9.705 
Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (2006). New directions in goal-setting theory. Current Directions 
in Psychological Science, 15(5), 265-268. 
 
 76 
Locke, E. A., Latham, G. P., & Erez, M. (1988). The determinants of goal commitment. 
Academy of Management Review, 13(1), 23-39. 
Luszczynska, A., Gutiérrez-Doña, B., & Schwarzer, R. (2005). General self-efficacy in various 
domains of human functioning: Evidence from five countries. International Journal of 
Psychology, 40(2), 80-89. 
Luthar, S. S. (Ed.). (2003). Resilience and vulnerability: Adaptation in the context of childhood 
adversities. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press. 
Luthar, S. S., Cicchetti, D., & Becker, B. (2000). The construct of resilience: A critical 
evaluation and guidelines for future work. Child Development, 71(3), 543-562. 
Luthar, S. S., & Zigler, E. (1991). Vulnerability and competence: a review of research on 
resilience in childhood. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 61(1), 6-22. 
Lyubomirsky, S. (2001). Why are some people happier than others? The role of cognitive and 
motivational processes in well-being. American Psychologist, 56(3), 239-249. 
 doi:10.1037//0003-066X.56.3.239 
MacCallum, R. C., Widaman, K. F., Zhang, S., & Hong, S. (1999). Sample size in factor 
analysis. Psychological Methods, 4(1), 84-99.  
Masten, A. S. (2001). Ordinary magic: Resilience processes in development. American 
Psychologist, 56(3), 227-238. 
 doi:10.1037//0003-066X.56.3.227 
Masten, A. S., Best, K. M., & Garmezy, N. (1990). Resilience and development: Contributions 
from the study of children who overcome adversity. Development and Psychopathology, 
2(4), 425-444. 
 
 77 
Masten, A. S., & Powell, J. L. (2003). A resilience framework for research, policy, and practice. 
In Luthar, S. S. (Ed.), Resilience and vulnerability: adaptation in the context of childhood 
adversities (pp. 1-25). New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.   
Marteau, T. M., & Bekker, H. (1992). The development of a six-item short-form of the state 
scale of the Spielberger State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI). British Journal of Clinical 
Psychology, 31(3), 301-306. 
McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. (1991). The NEO personality inventory: Using the five-factor 
model in counseling. Journal of Counseling & Development, 69(4), 367-372. 
Meade, A. W., & Craig, S. B. (2012, April 16). Identifying Careless Responses in Survey Data.  
Psychological Methods. Advance online publication.  
doi:10.1037/a0028085  
Monzani, D., Steca, P., Greco, A., D’Addario, M., Pancani, L., & Cappelletti, E. (2015). 
Effective pursuit of personal goals: The fostering effect of dispositional optimism on goal 
commitment and goal progress. Personality and Individual Differences, 82, 203-214. 
Morisano, D., Hirsh, J. B., Peterson, J. B., Pihl, R. O., & Shore, B. M. (2010). Setting, 
elaborating, and reflecting on personal goals improves academic performance. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 95(2), 255-264. 
 doi:10.1037//a0018478 
Ng, E., & Lee, K. (2015). Effects of trait test anxiety and state anxiety on children's working 
memory task performance. Learning and Individual Differences, 40, 141-148. 
Osborne, J. W., & Costello, A. B. (2009). Best practices in exploratory factor analysis: Four 
recommendations for getting the most from your analysis. Pan-Pacific Management 
Review, 12(2), 131-146. 
 
 78 
Pajares, F. (1996). Self-efficacy beliefs in academic settings. Review of Educational Research, 
66(4), 543-578. 
Pajares, F., & Graham, L. (1999). Self-efficacy, motivation constructs, and mathematics 
performance of entering middle school students. Contemporary Educational Psychology, 
24(2), 124-139. 
Pajares, F., & Schunk, D. H. (2001). Self-beliefs and school success: Self-efficacy, self-concept, 
and school achievement. In R. Riding & S. Rayner (Eds.), Perception (pp. 239-266). 
London, England: Ablex Publishing.  
Pandey, R., & Singh, S. (2009). Perceived discrepancy between self and parents in setting life 
goals and subjective well being. Journal of the Indian Academy of Applied Psychology, 
35(1), 63-71. 
Paolini, L., Yanez, A. P., & Kelly, W. E. (2006). An Examination of Worry and Life Satisfaction 
Among College Students. Individual Differences Research, 4(5), 331-339. 
Pavot, W., & Diener, E. (1993). Review of the satisfaction with life scale. Psychological 
Assessment, 5(2), 164-172. 
Pinquart, M. (2009). Moderating effects of dispositional resilience on associations between 
hassles and psychological distress. Journal of applied Developmental psychology, 30(1), 
53-60. 
Porter, R. L., & Latham, G. P. (2013). The effect of employee learning goals and goal 
commitment on departmental performance. Journal of Leadership & Organizational 
Studies, 20(1), 62-68. 
 
 79 
Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2004). SPSS and SAS procedures for estimating indirect effects 
in simple mediation models. Behavior Research Methods, Instruments, & Computers, 
36(4), 717-731.  
Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing and 
comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behavior Research Methods, 
40(3), 879-891.  
Prince-Embury, S., & Saklofske, D. H. (Eds.). (2013). Resilience in children, adolescents, and 
adults. New York, NY: Springer. 
Reivich, K., & Shatté, A. (2002). The resilience factor: 7 essential skills for overcoming life's 
inevitable obstacles. New York, NY: Broadway Books. 
Reivich, K. J., Seligman, M. E., & McBride, S. (2011). Master resilience training in the US 
Army. American Psychologist, 66(1), 25-34. 
 doi:10.1037/a0021897 
Richardson, G. E., Neiger, B. L., Jensen, S., & Kumpfer, K. L. (1990). The resiliency model. 
Health Education, 21(6), 33-39. 
Riggs, M. L., Warka, J., Babasa, B., Betancourt, R., & Hooker, S. (1994). Development and 
validation of self-efficacy and outcome expectancy scales for job-related applicants.  
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 54(3), 793-802. 
Riolli, L., Savicki, V., & Cepani, A. (2002). Resilience in the face of catastrophe: Optimism, 
personality, and coping in the Kosovo crisis. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 
32(8), 1604-1627. 
Rutter, M. (1987). Psychosocial resilience and protective mechanisms. American Journal of 
Orthopsychiatry, 57(3), 316-331. 
 
 80 
Rutter, M. (2012). Resilience as a dynamic concept. Development and Psychopathology, 24(2), 
335-344. 
Schumacker, R. E., & Lomax, R. G. (Eds.). (2004). A beginner's guide to structural equation 
modeling. Hoboken, NJ: Taylor and Francis.  
Schwarzer, R. (Ed.) (1992). Self-efficacy: Thought control of action. Washington, DC: 
Hemisphere. 
Sheldon, K. M., & Elliot, A. J. (1998). Not all personal goals are personal: Comparing 
autonomous and controlled reasons for goals as predictors of effort and attainment. 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 24(5), 546-557. 
Shrout, P. E., & Bolger, N. (2002). Mediation in experimental and nonexperimental studies: New 
procedures and recommendations. Psychological Methods, 7(4), 422-445. 
Smith, J., Ryan, L. H., & Röcke, C. (2013). The day-to-day effects of conscientiousness on well-
being. Research in Human Development, 10(1), 9-25. 
Southwick, S. M., Bonanno, G. A., Masten, A. S., Panter-Brick, C., & Yehuda, R. (2014). 
Resilience definitions, theory, and challenges: interdisciplinary perspectives. European 
Journal of Psychotraumatology, 5(1), 1-14. 
 doi:10.3402/ejpt.v5.25338 
Spielberger, C. D., & Reheiser, E. C. (2009). Assessment of emotions: Anxiety, anger, 
depression, and curiosity. Applied Psychology: Health and Well-Being, 1(3), 271-302. 
Tempski, P., Santos, I. S., Mayer, F. B., Enns, S. C., Perotta, B., Paro, H. B., ... & Guimaraes, K. 
B. (2015). Relationship among Medical Student Resilience, Educational Environment 
and Quality of Life. PloS ONE, 10(6). 
 https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0131535 
 
 81 
Travers, C. J., Morisano, D., & Locke, E. A. (2015). Self-reflection, growth goals, and academic 
outcomes: A qualitative study. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 85(2), 224-
241. 
Wahl, H. W., Martin, P., Minnemann, E., Martin, S., & Oster, P. (2001). Article Predictors of 
Wellbeing and Autonomy Before and After Geriatric Rehabilitation. Journal of Health 
Psychology, 6(3), 339-354. 
Windle, G. (2011). What is resilience? A review and concept analysis. Reviews in Clinical 
Gerontology, 21(2), 152-169. 
Wood, R. E., & Locke, E. A. (1987). The relation of self-efficacy and grade goals to academic 
performance. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 47(4), 1013-1024. 
Wright, M. O. D., Masten, A. S., & Narayan, A. J. (2005).  Resilience processes in development. 
In S. Goldstein & R. B. Brooks (Eds.), Handbook of resilience in children (pp. 17-37). 
New York, NY: Springer US. 
Wylds, K. R., Steinke, J. A., Steele-Johnson, D., Kelly, D., & Gore, T. J. (2016, May).  
Resilience as a Mediator of Grit on Satisfaction and Performance.  Poster session 
presented at the 28th Association for Psychological Science Annual Convention, Chicago, 
Illinois. 
Vancampfort, D., Probst, M., Scheewe, T., Maurissen, K., Sweers, K., Knapen, J., & De Hert, M. 
(2011). Lack of physical activity during leisure time contributes to an impaired health 
related quality of life in patients with schizophrenia. Schizophrenia Research, 129(2), 
122-127. 
 
 82 
Zimmerman, B. J., Bandura, A., & Martinez-Pons, M. (1992). Self-motivation for academic 
attainment: The role of self-efficacy beliefs and personal goal setting. American 
Educational Research Journal, 29(3), 663-676. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 83 
Appendix A 
Resilience Scale 
 
The questions in this scale ask you about your feelings and thoughts.  In each case, please 
indicate how often you felt or thought a certain way.  For each question choose from the 
following options.   
 ______________________________________________________________ 
1  2  3  4  5   
           Not true at all     Rarely true    Sometimes true   Often true     True nearly all of the time 
1.  I am able to adapt to change 
2.  I have close and secure relationships 
3.  I believe that sometimes fate or God can help 
4.  I can deal with whatever happens 
5.  I believe that past success gives confidence for new challenge 
 
6.  I am able to see the humorous side of things 
7.  I think that coping with stress strengthens my ability to deal with the stress 
8.  I tend to bounce back after illness or hardship 
9.  I believe things happen for a reason 
10.  I give my best effort no matter what 
 
11.  I believe I can achieve my goals 
12.  When things look hopeless, I don’t give up 
13.  I know where to turn for help 
14.  When under pressure, I am able to focus and think clearly 
15.  I prefer to take the lead in problem solving 
 
16.  I am not easily discouraged by failure 
17.  I think of myself as strong person 
18.  I make unpopular or difficult decisions 
19.  I can handle unpleasant feelings 
20.  I have to act on a hunch 
 
21.  I have a strong sense of purpose 
22.  I am in control of my life 
23.  I like challenges 
24.  I work to attain my goals 
25.  I take pride in my achievements 
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Appendix B 
Personality 
 
Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future. Describe 
yourself as you honestly see yourself, in relation to other people you know of the same sex as 
you are, and roughly your same age. So that you can describe yourself in an honest manner, your 
responses will be kept in absolute confidence. Indicate for each statement whether it is 1. Very 
Inaccurate, 2. Moderately Inaccurate, 3. Neither Accurate Nor Inaccurate, 4. Moderately 
Accurate, or 5. Very Accurate as a description of you.  
 
                 ______________________________________________________________ 
       1                2           3                    4             5 
Very Inaccurate     Moderately Neither Accurate        Moderately           Very Accurate 
         Inaccurate  Nor Inaccurate  Accurate 
 
Conscientiousness 
 
1. Am always prepared.  
2. Pay attention to details.  
3. Get chores done right away.  
4. Carry out my plans.  
5. Make plans and stick to them. 
6. Waste my time.*  
7. Find it difficult to get down to work.*  
8. Do just enough work to get by.*   
9. Don’t see things through.*  
10. Shirk my duties.*  
 
 
Neuroticism  
 
1. Often feel blue.  
2. Dislike myself.  
3. Am often down in the dumps.  
4. Have frequent mood swings.  
5. Panic easily.  
6. Rarely get irritated.* 
7. Seldom feel blue.*  
8. Feel comfortable with myself.*  
9. Am not easily bothered by things.*  
10. Am very pleased with myself.*  
 
*Reverse coded 
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Appendix C 
Personal Efficacy Beliefs Scale 
 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Below are statements reflecting people’ ability to do tasks required by their 
classes.  Use the following scale to indicate how accurately each statement describes your 
ability to perform the class-related tasks mentioned below. 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Moderately 
Disagree Neutral Moderately Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
 
1.  I have confidence in my ability to do well in my psychology class. 
2.  There are some tasks required by my Psych class that I cannot do well.* 
3.  When my grades are poor, it is due to my lack of ability. 
4.  I doubt my ability to do well in my Psych class.* 
5.  I have all the skills needed to perform well in my Psych class. 
6.  Most people in my class get better grades than I do.* 
7.  I am a great student. 
8.  My future in school is limited because of my lack of skills.* 
9.  I am very proud of my skills and abilities in school. 
10.  I feel threatened when others watch me take a test or do homework.* 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*Reverse coded 
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Appendix D 
Goal Setting 
 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Below you are to choose a grade goal for your final grade in the course. 
Indicate your grade goal on a 0-100 percentage scale.  
 
 
Goal for total points in class (% of total points): _____ 
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Appendix E 
Goal Commitment 
 
INSTRUCTIONS:  Below are statements describing people’s feelings about goals. Please use the 
rating scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes your feelings about the 
grade goals you have just chosen. 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Moderately 
Disagree Neutral Moderately Agree 
Strongly 
Agree 
 
1. It’s hard to take this goal seriously.* 
2. It’s unrealistic for me to expect to reach this goal.* 
3. It is quite likely that this goal may need to be revised, depending on how things go.* 
4. Quite frankly, I don’t care if I achieve this goal or not.* 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*Reverse coded 
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Appendix F 
State Anxiety Self-Evaluation Questionnaire  
 
A number of statements which people have used to describe themselves are given below. Read 
each statement and select the most appropriate response to indicate how you feel right now, at 
this moment. There are no right or wrong answers. Do not spend too much time on any one 
statement but give the answer which seems to describe your present feelings best.  
 
 
1 2 3 4 
Not at all Somewhat Moderately Very much 
 
1. I feel calm.* 
2. I am tense.  
3. I feel upset.  
4. I am relaxed.*  
5. I feel content.*  
6. I am worried.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*Reverse coded 
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Appendix G  
Life Satisfaction  
 
The questions in this scale ask you about your feelings and thoughts about your life.  Please 
indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with each statement.  For each question choose 
from the following options.   
______________________________________________________________________________ 
   1                    2                     3                       4                         5                          6                    7 
Strongly      Disagree        Slightly           Neither Agree      Slightly Agree       Agree       Strongly 
Disagree                           Disagree           nor Disagree                                                        Agree 
 
 
1. In most ways, my life is close to my ideal. 
2. The conditions of my life are excellent. 
3. I am satisfied with my life. 
4. So far I have gotten the important things I want in life. 
5. If I could live my life over, I would change almost nothing. 
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Appendix H 
Demographics 
 
 
1.  What is your current age? 
 
________ years of age 
 
2.  What is your gender?  
 
1.  Male        2.  Female 
 
3.  What is your class rank? 
 
1.  Freshman     2.  Sophomore     3.  Junior     4.  Senior     5.  Other 
 
4.  What is your current major? 
 
1.  Business           2.  Communications     3.  Education      4.  Engineering 
5.  Mathematics     6.  Psychology             7.  Sociology      8.  Other 
 
5.  What is your GPA?  (Indicate “No GPA” if you do not have a GPA yet.) 
 
__________  GPA          __________  No GPA 
 
6.  What is your race? 
 
1.  Black/African American          2.  Native American          3.  Hispanic 
4.  White/Caucasian                       5.  Asian/Pacific                      6.  Other 
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Appendix I 
Consent to Participate in Research  
 
You are invited to participate in the “Role of Self-Efficacy and Anxiety in Resilience 
Effects on Performance and Well-Being” research study.  The purpose of this research study is to 
examine the factors that influence academic performance and subjective well-being.  During the 
study you will be asked to complete several online questionnaires.  You will be asked questions 
both about yourself and about your psychology class.  Additionally, you will be asked to 
complete a short biographical survey that will be used for categorical purposes only.  There is 
minimal risk and discomfort anticipated as part of or as a result of this research study. Any 
information about you obtained from this study will be kept strictly confidential and you will not 
be identified in any report or publication.   
Clicking the “I Agree” button below and continuing with the questionnaires implies your 
consent to participate and give permission for the researcher to access your final grade 
(percentage of points) at the end of the course.  Only the researchers will have access to this 
information.  We will keep this information confidential.  We will use your name only to access 
your score information.  We will not include your name in our data files.  You are free to refuse 
to participate in this study or to withdraw at any time.  Your decision to participate or to not 
participate will not adversely affect your standing at this institution or cause a loss of benefits to 
which you might otherwise be entitled.  There is no penalty of any kind for either non-
participation or withdrawal at any time.  
A summary of the results of this study may be requested by contacting the researchers 
listed below by September 2016.  The summary will show only aggregate (combined) data.  No 
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individual results will be available.  If you have questions or concerns about this study, you can 
contact the researcher Kathleen Wylds at wylds.3@wright.edu or Dr. Debra Steele-Johnson at 
debra.steele-johnson@wright.edu.  If you have general questions about giving consent or your 
rights as a research participant in this research study, you can call the Wright State University 
Institutional Review Board at 937-775-4462. 
 
 Please indicate your agreement to participate in this study.  
  I agree to participate in this study. 
Please indicate your agreement to allow the researcher to access your course grade at the end of 
the semester.  
  I agree to allow the researcher to access my course grade (percentage of points) at the end of 
the semester. 
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Appendix J 
Debriefing 
Thank you for your participation.  
The experiment you just completed examines how people’s innate levels of resilience, 
self-efficacy, goal commitment, self-set goal difficulty level, and state anxiety influence their 
academic performance and subjective well-being.  
We are interested in how these factors interact as a whole to influence a person’s 
subjective well-being and academic performance.  
With data from you and other individuals, we are discovering more about how these 
factors affect subjective well-being and academic performance. 
Please do not discuss these surveys with anyone else because it is important that future 
participants know nothing about the experiment before they participate in the same experiment. 
The data you provided today is important to us, and we appreciate your help.  If you have 
any questions or comments about today's experiment, please talk to the researcher, Kathleen 
Wylds at wylds.3@wright.edu or contact Dr. Debra Steele-Johnson at debra.steele-
johnson@wright.edu.  Thank you for your time and cooperation. 
 
